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Abstract 
Teacher and Administrator Perceptions of East Stroudsburg University’s 
Professional Development School Model 
Jerald Thompson 
Abioseh Porter, Ph.D. 
 
 
 
 
Professional development schools (PDSs) were proposed as a way to 
apply a medical model of teaching to the training of teachers, to increase student 
achievement and bring about school reform. These innovative institutions create 
a partnership between public schools and universities, changing the way 
teachers are trained and resulting in school reform at all levels, from preschool to 
Grade 12 (P–12). PDS partnerships work toward high standards for educators, 
preparing teacher candidates to meet the needs of diverse student populations. 
 By implementing a mixed-method study, the researcher explored 
administrator and teacher perceptions in a PDS developed by East Stroudsburg 
University and the Bethlehem Area School District. The study examined 
perceptions of teachers, the school administrator, and teacher candidates in the 
PDS .Using the NCATE (2004) PDS standards, the researcher sought to assess 
the PDS and to understand how the partnership develops. The NCATE 
standards are important to PDS research because they bring rigor to the PDS 
concept, provide evaluative feedback on the partnership for both the public 
schools and the universities, and address the outcomes associated with the PDS 
partnerships in order to delineate conditions that define other PDS settings. 
 Perceptions of mentor teachers, the school administrator, and teacher 
candidates indicate that the East Stroudsburg University PDS is fulfilling its 
x 
  
mission and meeting the goals of training teacher candidates better than 
traditional models. In contrast, questions concerning inquiry into teaching and 
learning—a cornerstone of the PDS model—had fewer positive responses than 
questions concerning the collaborative community. It may be surmised that 
teachers regularly engage in inquiry-related studies as a part of professional 
practice. Implications of the current study suggest that creating a PDS 
partnership can develop a collaborative atmosphere focused on improved 
student achievement, improved training for teacher candidates, and improved 
practice for mentor teachers. University and P–12 schools should continue to 
form partnerships, use the NCATE standards as a developmental tool to evaluate 
partnerships, and encourage PDSs to develop over time and implementation. 
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 
The American educational system of the 20th century saw many attempts 
at reform that sought to improve professional development opportunities for 
teachers and to increase student performance. Making a connection between 
student learning and increased teacher training, the teacher institutes of the first 
half of the century were guided by the belief that student learning and improved 
teaching are linked together and must be standardized (Lieberman & Miller, 
1992, p. 105). 
Though many initial reform efforts focused on improvements in student 
achievement, the National Commission on Excellence in Education (1983) 
declared the United States to be a nation at risk. Seeking to improve student 
learning, many educational reform programs began to identify students who were 
at risk for academic failure and to create ways that these students could reach 
levels of proficiency. Other programs and studies recommended the restructuring 
of schools to become focused on both teaching and learning. 
Carter (2000), for example, argues that the current teacher education 
programs are not sufficient to generate the high-caliber teachers so desperately 
needed. She further states, “Effective teachers can be the limiting factor in 
student achievement. Much of the blame for failing teachers is centralized on 
undergraduate and graduate teacher education programs and certification 
procedures” (p. 2). 
Arguing for teacher reform, Cuban (1990), states, “If high standards are to 
be met by children, teachers will have to help them do so. Further, the 
qualifications and effectiveness of teachers is at the core of school reform” (p. 9). 
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Rivkin, Hanushek, and Kain (1998) identify teacher quality as the most important 
school-related factor influencing student achievement. From their analysis of 
400,000 students in 3,000 schools, they conclude that the most important 
predictor of student success is teacher quality. King-Rice (2003) also indicates 
that teacher quality matters. In fact, it is the most important school-related factor 
influencing student achievement. 
Monahan (2003), in discussing excellent or high-quality teachers, points 
out that a high-quality teacher 
1. has a deep knowledge and understanding of the subject matter; 
2. has a commitment to teaching and is hard working; 
3. continually seeks ways to improve, innovate, and be up to date; 
4. has a strong subject passion; 
5. exhibits a high enthusiasm for teaching; 
6. serves as an inspirational role model for students; 
7. has a high emotional quotient (EQ) to empathize with students; and 
8. is eminently approachable. 
In creating a framework for identifying high-quality teachers, the National 
Council for Accreditation of Teachers (NCATE) (2004) has redesigned its 
standards for evaluating teacher education programs to embrace a performance-
based model. Linking this framework to school improvement, several 
characteristics of high-quality teachers can be listed, such as 
1. the ability to engage diverse learners at different achievement 
levels; 
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2. the use of technology in instructional practices to facilitate student 
learning through the integration of technology; 
3. the ability to motivate students; 
4. a commitment to professional development; 
5. strong collaboration skills across the school community; 
6. the ability to integrate various assessment models to assess 
learning; 
7. the ability to use assessment to drive instruction; 
8. an understanding of different curriculum models; 
9. the ability to assess student learning and create meaningful 
learning experiences for all students; 
10. understanding of subject matter; 
11. knowledge of instructional strategies to help all students learn, and 
the content, pedagogical, and professional knowledge, skills, and 
dispositions necessary to help all students learn; and 
12. qualification in and modeling of best professional practices in 
scholarship, service, and teaching. 
The Holmes Group (1986), now the Holmes Partnership, proposes a 
professional development school (PDS) as a way to connect school reform and 
teacher development, two of the major issues that drive school improvement. 
Goodlad (1984) argues for schools that support novice and experienced teachers 
through inquiry and reflective practice, and through the development of a 
professional knowledge base that fosters collaboration and allows schools to 
work toward more effective means of meeting students’ learning needs. 
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Because existing schools provide the settings for field experience and 
student teaching, the prevailing school culture, which fails to encourage either 
collaboration among professionals in schools and universities or research and 
inquiry into teaching and learning, also fails to promote student learning or to 
nourish expertise that preservice and in-service teachers require to provide 
enabling and empowering learning experiences for children (Abdal-Haqq, 1991; 
Clark, 1990; Goodlad, 1990; Kennedy, 1990; Murphy, 1990). 
A major development in the school restructuring movement is the creation 
of PDSs that, through a partnership with universities, seek (a) to provide new 
models of teacher education, (b) to support the continued learning of teachers, 
(c) to engage schools and universities in research and rethinking of practice in 
the teaching field, and (d) to expand the knowledge base centered around 
teaching and learning by using inquiry into teaching and learning, allowing for the 
development of practice into research and research into practice. 
As an innovative institution, the PDS creates a partnership in which the 
responsibility for school reform is shared between universities and school 
districts, serving to create new strategies for the education and preparation of 
teachers, the improvement of the teaching/instruction practice through reflection 
and inquiry, and the development of in-service faculty, linking continuous 
learning, reflection, and inquiry with the goal of enhancing student achievement 
(Levine, 1992). In supporting PDSs and using the model to help close the 
achievement gap, the Washington State School Directors’ Association (2005) 
argues for PDSs and recommends policies to 
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Collaborate and connect K–12 education and higher education to 
address issues of disproportionality. This partnership can begin 
with teacher preparation programs that are developed in 
partnership with K–12 education so that future teachers are well 
qualified to teach students from diverse backgrounds. The Task 
Force supports the concept of creating “professional development 
schools” in which preservice teachers are trained in schools that 
reflect the diversity of students and the challenges of education 
reform. These professional development schools would have 
preservice teachers work with expert practitioners and give veteran 
teachers opportunities to renew their own professional 
development. (p. 49) 
 
Clark (1999) argues in support of PDSs, stating that the focus on renewing 
school and teacher education must proceed simultaneously; efforts and 
investments to improve teachers’ knowledge and skills and investments in 
teaching and learning must be collaborative between schools and university 
partnerships. 
Several other authors, including Goodlad (1990), Levine (1992), and 
Darling-Hammond (1994), describe professional practice schools or professional 
development schools. In these schools, teachers would ground their work in a 
professional knowledge base, novice and experienced teachers would be 
supported in the course of teaching and learning, and teachers would work 
collaboratively to seek ways to meet students’ learning needs (Levine, 1998, p. 
2). Harriman (1998) describes the PDS as a rich environment in which the 
nurturing and assessment of teacher development takes place. One goal of a 
PDS is to link university theory and school-based experiences. In commenting on 
this cross-fertilization of university and schools, Darling-Hammond (1994) offers 
this description: 
PDS internships, like other professions, offer opportunities to 
observe, practice, debrief, and be counseled as well as to consult, 
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attend seminars, and reflect with colleagues. This collaborative 
combination would help interns acquire a broad set of 
understandings and abilities rather than formulate a set of 
behaviors which ultimately prove inadequate. (p. 9) 
 
Darling-Hammond and McLaughlin (1995) describe PDSs as providers of 
serious venues for developing teacher knowledge, where teachers, teacher 
educators, and researchers collaborate in practice-based and practice-sensitive 
research. PDSs provide settings in which novices enter professional practice by 
working with expert practitioners, and where veteran teachers renew their own 
professional development by taking on the roles of mentors, university adjuncts, 
and teacher leaders. 
A PDS is an innovative institution formed through partnerships between 
professional education programs and preschool to Grade 12 (P–12) schools. 
PDSs support professional and student learning by using an inquiry-oriented 
approach to teaching. A PDS’s mission is professional preparation of candidates, 
faculty development, inquiry directed at improving practice, and enhanced 
student learning (NCATE, 2001). Further, NCATE describes a PDS as “a 
learning-centered community where partners share a common vision of teaching 
and learning, which is grounded in research and practitioner knowledge” (p. 9). 
The PDS model, then, is based on the medical school model in which 
practitioners develop clinical reasoning skills. Teacher education programs, 
according to this model, occur in schools rather than in universities. Preservice 
and in-service teachers collaborate as they practice, through intensive 
internships that are designed to actively engage professionals in problem solving, 
critical thinking, and reflective practice (Darling-Hammond, 1994). 
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In a PDS, teacher candidates engage in collaborative and reflective 
practice, and the PDS supports increased student achievement for all P–12 
students. Levine (2005) describes PDSs as a powerful innovation in teacher 
education that bridges the gap between higher education and P–12, and 
between theory and practice. In this community of practice, as marked by the 
presence of a PDS, there is an increased role of inquiry into teaching and 
learning, and a focus on equity for all. According to Paese (2003), a PDS results 
in teacher candidates who have a greater sense of their personal impact on 
student learning. These issues, of course, show a PDS in a positive light. The 
researcher agrees with these statements based on the literature review; 
however, further evidence is necessary. 
The NCATE (2001) standards for PDS schools were developed for several 
reasons: (a) to bring rigor to the concept of PDS so that potential will not be lost, 
(b) to support continuous improvement in schools and universities, (c) to support 
PDS partnerships as they develop, (d) to provide feedback to PDS partners as a 
developmental guideline, (e) to provide guidelines to policy makers about the 
importance of PDS partnerships, and (f) to provide a critical framework for 
conducting and evaluating research into PDS partnership outcomes. As a 
beginning measure of a PDSs mission and goals, the NCATE standards are 
proposed as an evaluation tool that, over time, may need further augmentation if 
they are to show the ability to evaluate all PDSs. 
Further, NCATE (2005) describes PDSs as standards-bearing institutions 
that 
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have a unique role in the preparation and development of 
professionals and in school reform. They are dedicated to the 
support of good teaching and learning and are committed to 
implementing standards for professionals, curriculum content 
standards, student learning standards, and institutional standards 
for schools and universities. (p. 5) 
 
In discussing the 10 key concepts of a PDS, NCATE (2005) also 
supports a PDS as a learning community that engages learning in real-
world practices. By using a collaborative approach, a PDS supports 
candidates who 
learn about teaching and what to teach in the university; they learn 
how to teach in schools. Similarly, some aspects of student learning 
are best achieved by doing. Professional development schools are 
grounded in this concept and designed to support this kind of 
learning. (p. 2) 
 
PDS partners and candidates engage in inquiry (a) to identify and meet students’ 
learning needs, (b) to affect candidate learning, and (c) to determine their 
professional development agenda. Within the framework of the NCATE 
standards, it is hypothesized that inquiry and reflection will create a framework 
incorporating best teaching practices in learning and that a PDS partnership will 
simultaneously improve teaching and learning for students, candidates, and 
faculty. 
 The above statements, centered on a PDS and what educational changes 
they can create, deal with serious, wide-ranging issues for the teaching and 
learning process. My study focused on certain aspects of these issues and tried 
to examine the validity and sustainability of at least some of them. 
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Statement of the Problem 
A fundamental question that needs to be addressed in this discussion is this one: 
Has the PDS model changed the culture of the school or changed the behavior of 
administrators and teachers, and what observable results are attributed to the 
PDS model? Although the PDS was created as a response to calls by reform 
groups to improve teacher education, the challenge includes creating a 
collaboration between schools and universities in which the cross-fertilization of 
university personnel and school staff will allow for the creation of a PDS. Within 
this new institution, schools and universities would use collaborative reflection 
and inquiry to improve classroom practice, and teacher candidates, mentor 
teachers, and university personnel would be a part of the clinical setting, which 
would allow them to become reflective practitioners in order to improve student 
achievement, and to use the latest instructional techniques to meet student 
needs. 
In Teitel’s (2004) book How Professional Schools Make a Difference, 
Levin states: 
It has been well over a decade since PDSs were proposed by the 
Holmes Group and initiated by partnerships of universities, schools, 
and teacher organizations. Some believe that PDSs are potentially 
the most powerful innovation in teacher education. As a hybrid 
institution formed by university and school partners, they can bridge 
the gap between higher education and P-12, and between theory 
and practice. They can facilitate renewal in both school and 
university as a result of knowledge shared in the partnership. Most 
importantly, they can enhance both teacher and student learning. 
Only recently, however, are we beginning to see substantial efforts 
to document the anticipated outcomes. (p. 1) 
 
Although the PDS standards have been accepted, PDSs are only used as 
one component of teacher education in many schools of education. The 
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standards, as endorsed by NCATE (2004), are designed to have a 
comprehensive effect: (a) to strengthen and support PDSs as they continue their 
mission, (b) to assess the progress of a PDS as it moves within the four stages of 
development as defined by the criteria, and (c) to ensure accountability. 
To restate, PDSs have four primary goals that shape their mission: (a) to 
develop, test, refine, and disseminate practices and structures that improve, 
advance, and support student learning and well-being; (b) to prepare new 
teachers and other school-based educators; (c) to support the professional 
development of practicing teachers and other school-based educators; and (d) to 
conduct ample inquiry that supports and advances student and educator 
learning. However, inquiry and student achievement have received the least 
attention in the PDS literature reviews (Abdal-Haqq, 1996; Metcalf-Turner, 1999; 
Teitel, 1997, 1998, 2001b, Valli, Cooper, & Frankes, 1997). This could be due to 
studies of PDSs not directly focusing on measuring the inquiry process, or 
qualitative studies that do not ask the questions directly centered on inquiry. The 
present mixed-method study proposes looking for a possible remedy for the lack 
of attention given to inquiry, and gathering perceptions about inquiry and using 
them as a part of data analysis. 
Book (1996) notes a need for research into the long-term impacts of PDS 
restructuring on student learning. Abdal-Haqq (1998) states, “While the PDS 
literature is beginning to tell us something about outcomes, efforts to link 
instructional changes to improvements in student outcomes are still needed” (p. 
3). Clark (1996) indicates that efforts to gather and disseminate information about 
a PDS’s effect upon P–12 children have not been widespread. 
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Though PDSs are being established in existing public schools, one can 
assume that some actions of typical educators will not require much adaptation 
to new institutions (Abdal-Haqq, 1992). However, extensive changes in some 
institutionalized behaviors may be necessary, as outlined by the Holmes Group 
(1990). The development of PDSs requires changes in both school and university 
cultures. In order to add to the current literature base, it is vital that an organized 
portrait of either the nature of the inquiry into teaching and learning or its 
outcomes and the changes created by a PDS collaboration in a school’s culture 
is part of the informative literature on PDSs. 
This case study will describe the collaboration between a school and East 
Stroudsburg University (ESU) in a PDS setting. As more partnerships between 
schools and universities are developed, it will be important to reflect upon the 
factors that affect a school as a PDS partnership is implemented and as the 
process of inquiry into teaching and learning is developed collaboratively 
between a school and university. 
 
Purpose and Scope of Study 
The purpose of this study was to examine administrator, teacher, and 
teacher-candidate perceptions and reactions to a PDS operated by ESU at 
Lincoln Elementary School (LES) in Bethlehem, Pennsylvania. Using a case 
study method of qualitative research and surveys, the researcher investigated 
the collaboration between a school and university and how inquiry has an impact 
on practice. The Standards for Teacher Education (NCATE, 2001) form the basis 
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for this inquiry-based focus on improving teaching and learning created by a PDS 
partnership. 
This study examined (a) the extent to which the selected school 
incorporates and conforms to the NCATE PDS standards and (b) the relevant 
results that this PDS setting has on teaching and learning. As a part of school 
reform, this topic will define and describe a PDS setting as agreed upon by the 
NCATE standards. Finally, this study will add to the knowledge about PDS 
schools and the educational reform or change that they develop. 
Using the NCATE standards, the PDS continues to develop and is 
currently in its fourth year at ESU. The research questions investigated in this 
study were as follows: 
1. In what ways has the PDS changed the culture and behavior of the 
faculty? 
2. What are the observable changes attributed to the ESU PDS model? 
 
Significance of Study 
An important aspect of the PDS initiative is to identify the correlation 
between inquiry into teaching and learning and the changes in a school’s culture 
and teaching practice as a result of PDS partnerships. To ensure that teachers 
are able to meet the demands of students in the 21st century, PDSs use inquiry 
and reflection to create successful instructional strategies designed to improve 
student and teacher performance. 
PDSs are by nature designed to promote the continuation of in-service 
teacher education while also training teacher candidates. Due to new 
government legislation such as the No Child Left Behind Act, schools and 
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teachers alike are held accountable for measuring and reporting the success of 
learning programs and for bringing children up to levels of proficiency. Ironically, 
however, funding for education has been cut drastically in many areas. Levine 
(2002) discusses a Texas study using test scores on ExCET, the Texas test for 
new teachers, along with classroom observations, to identify indicators 
associated with effective teaching (Houston & Warner, 1999). On all measures, 
the PDS candidates outperformed “traditionally” prepared candidates. 
Though the literature indicates that the number of PDSs has grown 
significantly, the early literature does not supply an organized picture either of the 
nature of inquiry into teaching and learning or of its outcomes (Berry, Boles, 
Edens, Nissenholtz, & Trachtman, 1996). Levine (2002) reports that 30% of the 
525 colleges accredited by NCATE are involved in a PDS partnership. Equally 
important, many teacher education programs partner with more than one P–12 
school. Full-term internships may be a component of four- or five-year teacher 
education programs, as they are for students at Towson University or the 
University of Cincinnati. Further, at Kansas State University, all teacher 
candidates have intensive PDS experiences or PDS internships (Levine, 2002). 
McBee and Moss (2002), in discussing replicating the PDS approach, state: 
At its best, the PDS is a place where paths of college faculty 
crisscross so regularly with the daily routines and expectations of 
schoolteachers, students, and administrators that interchange and 
mutual support are standard; college professors become trusted 
colleagues rather than idealistic, “clueless” interlopers. The 
professors become an integral part of the professional development 
school, bringing with them new ideas, techniques, research 
findings, and preservice teachers. School life intimately engages 
the professors, imbuing them with sensitivity to teachers’ 
professional contexts. (p. 64) 
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A PDS, with its clinical form of problem solving, inquiry, and accountability, 
can help ensure that teacher candidates are equipped to meet the needs of 
students and can help develop educational reform where it needs to start—within 
the classroom. 
As a new and innovative way to combine educational theory with practical 
experiences so teacher candidates, university personnel, and experienced 
teachers can incorporate best practices in education, a PDS is designed to have 
a positive and lasting impact on teacher candidates, students, and university 
personnel. Schools are held accountable for bringing students up to mandated 
levels of proficiency and for meeting their needs. 
By using a PDS approach to partner schools and universities, inquiry and 
collaboration will serve to help educators develop instructional strategies, which 
will increase student achievement. Clark’s (1999) comment that “true educational 
reform begins in the classroom, and the classroom teacher is the single most 
important catalyst for reform” (p. 58) is quite apt. Marzano (2003) also states, 
“We live in an era when research tells us that the teacher is probably the single 
most important factor affecting student achievement, at least the single most 
important factor that we can do much about” (p. 1). Using the PDS approach of 
collaboration, reflective inquiry, and research engages teachers in training to 
become highly qualified, which will ultimately advance school improvement and 
will allow students to meet the challenges of the next century. 
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Organization of Study 
This study is organized into five chapters. Chapter 1 provides an 
introduction to the study and a statement of the problem. Chapter 1 also depicts 
the purpose and scope of the study, the research questions answered by the 
study, and the significance of the research. The chapter concludes with a 
definition of some terms used in the study. 
Chapter 2 provides a review of the literature and is subdivided into four 
sections. Background information about the PDS movement and the NCATE 
standards is examined in the first section, along with the conceptual framework of 
a PDS. In section 2, PDS models, development stages, preservice teacher 
characteristics, and equity issues in a PDS are examined. Finally, sections 3 and 
4 provide connections among the literature sources relating to reflection, inquiry, 
and teacher candidates in a PDS, along with teacher perceptions within the PDS. 
The literature review also examines Maryland’s reform process using PDSs, and 
a comparison of PDS and traditional teacher education settings. 
Chapter 3 describes the research methodology, including (a) research 
design, (b) context for the study, (c) data collection and analysis, and (d) the role 
of the researcher and limitations of the study. 
Chapter 4 reports the findings of this study, the data analysis and 
description, and the answers to the research questions. Finally, chapter 5 
presents the summary, study implications, recommendations for the ESU PDS, 
and comprehensive recommendations for future study. 
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Definition of Terms 
Candidates: Persons enrolled in programs, traditional or PDS, for initial 
preparation of teachers. 
Cooperating teacher: A faculty member who has agreed to collaborate 
throughout the length of the internship as a mentor for candidates in a PDS. 
Holmes Group/Holmes Partnership: A collaboration of colleges of 
education dedicated to promoting school reform by establishing professional 
development schools. 
Inquiry: In a PDS, candidates examine and assess their teaching methods 
and practices and the results achieved. The subject of the inquiry is the teaching 
and learning process; questions about best practice are raised and then research 
methods seek to answer them. Results of this process are used to inform 
practice at the individual (reflective practice), classroom (teaching), and 
institutional (university and school) levels. 
In-service teachers: Certified faculty employed by a school system. 
Instructional techniques: Various teaching methods, including lecture, 
discussion, cooperative learning, hands-on experiences, collaboration, and 
inquiry-based instruction. 
Knowledge bases: A combination of empirical research, inquiry, informed 
theory, and practice that provides and enhances the foundation of a PDS 
partnership. 
Perceptions: Perspectives held by teacher candidates, faculty, and 
administrators about the benefits of a PDS partnership. 
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Preservice teachers: Students in college of education training at a PDS 
site. They may also be called interns, and their placement is for the length of the 
school year. University course work is facilitated on campus and in the mentor’s 
classroom. During the second semester, a reading practicum is employed, 
followed by a student-teaching segment of approximately 12 weeks. 
Professional development school: A collaboration between a school and a 
university’s college of education for the purpose of preservice teacher education, 
promotion of inquiry into teaching and learning, and reflective practices to 
improve professional practice and student learning in P–12 schools. 
Professional development school partnership: The ongoing relationship 
between a university school of education and a P–12 school or schools, in which 
the overriding mission is the preparation of new teachers, collaborative 
professional development, inquiry into teaching and learning, and the 
improvement of professional practice. Students, parents, community resource 
members, and teacher/administrator unions may also be included in the 
partnership. 
University faculty: Members of colleges of education in a PDS 
collaboration. 
 
Assumptions 
 The researcher used the Likert type survey to gather information from all 
teachers and preservice teachers, the administrators, and the ESU PDS 
coordinator at the elementary school. The one-hour focused interviews were 
conducted with the administrator, PDS coordinator, one in-service teacher, and 
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one mentor teacher chosen by using a table of random numbers. During the 
surveys, the researcher assumed that all answers would be honest and open in 
all areas relating to the PDS and that the interviewees would also show the same 
characteristics in their responses. The responses were also thought to be 
representative of a sample of a PDS site. 
 
Limitations 
 Although the study depends on the willingness of the PDS staff to support 
and participate in the research, the researcher is aware that he must stay 
detached in order to observe and analyze the PDS partnership. Merriam (1998) 
discusses the ambiguity of being an observer. Because the researcher is not a 
faculty member of the PDS university or school, his role was limited to observing 
the ESU PDS. The researcher created a relationship of mutual respect by visiting 
the building and communicating with both the administrator and the PDS 
coordinator before and during the study. 
 Another limitation of the study is the developmental stage of the PDS as 
the researcher will identify it using the NCATE standards (Appendix A). Because 
the literature review supports PDSs as developmental entities, the state of the 
PDS according to the standards may be (a) beginning, (b) developing, (c) at 
standard, or (d) leading (NCATE, 2004). It is important to take this into 
consideration within the study results. It can be assumed that although this 
study’s results will be generalizable to other PDS sites, a PDS at a different 
developmental level may show different characteristics in its results. 
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Although this study is proposed to add to the knowledge base centered 
around PDSs and the changes they bring to a school’s culture, examining the 
perceived benefits of a PDS partnership also will help to clarify the process of 
reflection and inquiry into teaching and learning that is part of the medical model 
and a PDS’s goals. 
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CHAPTER 2: REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
This review of literature is organized into four sections that draw 
connections among the bodies of literature about PDSs. The first section 
discusses background information regarding the PDS movement; the history of 
PDS with the Holmes Group, Tomorrow’s Schools (1990), and Tomorrow’s 
Teachers (1986); the conceptual framework of a PDS; and the NCATE (2004) 
standards. Section 2 discusses and examines PDS models, PDS developmental 
stages as they relate to the study, preservice teacher characteristics, and equity 
issues in a PDS. Finally, sections 3 and 4 provide connections between the 
literature relating to reflection, inquiry, and teacher candidates in a PDS, along 
with teacher perceptions within the PDS. In addition, the literature review 
examines Maryland’s reform process using PDSs, and compares PDS and 
traditional teacher education settings. 
 
PDS History, the Holmes Partnership, Conceptual Framework of PDSs, and 
NCATE Standards 
In the 1980s, two very powerful groups—the Carnegie Forum on 
Education and Economy and the Holmes Group (now the Holmes Partnership)—
led a movement proposing to change the training of teachers into a system that 
would combine educational theory and clinical practice in school settings. This is 
intended to allow teachers to become reflective practitioners, to use continuous 
inquiry into teaching and learning in order to understand and disseminate the 
effects of instruction and student learning, and to collaborate and reflect with 
others. The goal is to improve teacher practice and to allow students to reach 
higher levels of proficiency. 
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The Reagan administration produced A Nation at Risk (National 
Commission on Excellence in Education, 1983) in an effort to promote higher 
educational standards. P–12 reformers, seeking to restructure teaching and 
learning, worried about how practitioners would modify their new teaching 
strategies (Levine, 1999). Although this document may shed light on problems in 
education, A Nation at Risk was not a widely accepted indicator of educational 
reform needs. 
The first report of the Holmes Group (1986), Tomorrow’s Teachers, 
outlines the goals for teacher education reform along with a process to achieve 
teacher reform goals. Goals include (a) making the education of teachers more 
intellectually solid; (b) recognizing differences in teachers’ knowledge, skill, and 
commitment in their certification, education, and work; (c) creating standards of 
entry in the profession; (d) connecting institutions to schools; and (e) making 
schools better places for teachers to work and learn. The Holmes Group clearly 
states that these goals have implications beyond universities and departments of 
education. These reforms encompass schools—the primary communities where 
teachers learn and where inquiry into teaching takes place. 
Though they recognize that there are obstacles to the attainment of these 
goals, the Holmes Group (1986) notes that changes must be extensive; that they 
require the cooperation and dedication of many groups, including communities, 
families, and educational settings; and that they link schools, universities, state 
departments of education, and state legislatures. 
The Holmes Group (1986) also created a plan for differentiated instruction, 
which includes 
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• Instructors: People with undergraduate liberal arts degrees who may 
be certified to teach for up to five years with guidance by other 
professionals. 
• Professional teachers: People committed to teaching as a profession 
and completing the graduate courses necessary to be permanently 
certified. 
• Career professionals: People who continue to increase their 
knowledge and commitment to education. 
Although differentiated staffing is linked to goal 2—to recognize 
differences in teachers’ knowledge, skill, and commitment in their certification, 
education, and work—very strong negative arguments against this practice are 
pointed out in the literature. Tom (1987) states, “By focusing on differentiated 
staffing, the national debate on teacher education reform is changed to 
procedural rather than substantive issues” (p. 432). Cherryholmes (1987) argues 
that differentiated staffing affects both the university and the schools. Only larger, 
more equipped universities will be able to prepare teachers with advanced 
degrees in the field of education. Although this may have been true in 1987, 
today many smaller universities offer a more hands-on approach to educating 
and preparing teachers, and are able to promote a different level of one-on-one 
learning thanks to a decreased teacher-to-student ratio. 
Unfortunately, the Holmes Group (1986) report Tomorrow’s Teachers did 
not define a PDS school. According to the Holmes Group, “It is viewed as 
premature to define and operationally describe what a PDS would look like 
without having extensive discussions between public school personnel and 
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others interested in educational reform” (p. 11). Further research in the area of 
PDS schools appears to be necessary. 
Although the second Holmes Group (1995) report Tomorrow’s Schools 
introduced the idea of field-based teacher preparation, Murray (1996) supports 
using a medical model for instructing teachers. Flexner (1910) describes the 
development of clinical medical education and the creation of teaching hospitals. 
Flexner, credited with being the father of American teaching hospitals, was 
directly influenced by Dewey’s philosophies. While designing teaching hospitals 
to support the development of thinking practitioners in medicine, Flexner stressed 
the link between teaching and learning in clinical settings, and the relationship 
between research and practice (Levine, 1999). 
Flexner (1910) effectively advocates a rigorous national plan for 
restructuring weak and superfluous medical schools, and for establishing high 
academic standards in the remaining schools. Flexner’s report further suggests 
creating PDS schools where student understanding of content is the goal of 
instruction, where inquiry into teaching and learning is practiced collaboratively, 
and where teachers promote the construction of knowledge (National Council on 
Teaching and America’s Future, 1996). Million and Vare (1997) describe a PDS 
as a site to serve education in the same way that teaching hospitals serve 
medical education. 
The Ford Foundation funded the Holmes Group with a grant to study ways 
in which schools could collaborate to improve the teaching profession. The 
Holmes Group (1995) published Tomorrow’s Schools, which outlines the process 
for improving teacher education using school-university collaboration, and the 
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principles upon which professional development schools should be built. The 
Holmes Group proposals are aligned with the theories of Fullan (1990): “It is 
necessary to have a theoretical construct to guide the process of systematic 
change” (p.3). This may have been the indicator that led to the creation of the 
NCATE standards, which were proposed to be used as an implementation guide 
and a tool to measure the change they create. 
Tomorrow’s Schools (Holmes Group, 1995) defines a PDS as “A school 
for the development of novice professionals, for continuing development of 
experienced professionals, and for the research and development of the teaching 
profession” (p. 1). This definition requires a new type of educational institution, 
one in which a clinical setting is used by schools of education and public schools 
to improve preservice and in-service teacher practices and student achievement. 
The professional development school, according to the Holmes Group 
(1986, 1990), embodies the belief that teacher education is a task of both the 
university and the school district. An effective PDS should be organized around 
six principles: (a) teaching for learning and understanding; (b) creating learning 
communities; (c) teaching and learning for understanding for all children; (d) 
continued learning by teachers, teacher educators, and administrators; (e) 
thoughtful and long-term inquiry into teaching and learning; and (f) inventing a 
new institution (Holmes Group, 1990). Further, the PDS will become a place of 
collaborative research where exchanges of expertise can be refreshed and can 
vitalize the entire curriculum and methodology at both the university and the 
school. The Holmes group further introduced professional development schools 
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as a method of improving preservice teacher development, which would lead to 
the reforming of teacher education. 
According to the Holmes Group (1990), “We offer these principles as 
starting points for conversations and negotiations among universities and 
schools’ faculties. These principles are not heavily prescriptive, nor are they 
lightly held” (p. 6). A PDS combines the first two principles by envisioning a 
learning community in which students are active in their own learning and bridges 
are created between cultures. Students have an opportunity to become critical 
examiners of their life experiences. 
The PDS, according to the third principle, is a place where every child can 
participate in the learning process and is a valued member of a community of 
learning. PDS schools would become centers of inquiry and integration of 
cultural, linguistic, and gender diversity. The fourth principle postulates that a 
PDS is a place where all of the adults, including preservice teachers and in-
service teachers, administrators, and teacher educators, are expected to be 
engaged in continuous learning (Holmes Group, 1990). 
The need for reflective inquiry, the fifth principle, states that, “The 
improvement of teacher education depends on the continuing development of 
systematic knowledge and reflective practice” (Holmes Group, 1990, p. 57). 
Although the sixth principle calls for creating a new institution, this, in part, 
requires changes in organizational structure. This reorganization of parent and 
community resources requires involving both when educating students, and that 
university faculty/teacher educators spend time working in the schools. 
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According to the National Commission on Excellence in Education (NCEE) 
(1983) report A Nation at Risk, many interviews and surveys of Americans 
indicated that the school system was failing to meet the needs of students. 
Educational reform became the main goal of many educational and political 
groups, and a demand for school reform to help prepare students to meet the 
demands of society emerged in the literature. Although this may have been a 
beginning level for the indication of educational change, the NCEE did not 
promote a plan for changing America’s schools. Reform was listed as necessary; 
however, the document was published without developing a plan to obtain school 
reform and without indicators and benchmarks for achieving and monitoring 
change during implementation. 
Linking PDSs to schools and colleges of education has historically taken 
several forms, including laboratory schools, developed under the influence of 
John Dewey, and portal schools, operated during the 1960s and 1970s (Lange, 
1993; Stallings & Kowalski, 1990). According to Levine (1999), the 
professionalization of teaching and the emergence of the school as a center of 
inquiry have roots in the progressive education movement of the 20th century. 
Dewey (1910) thought of teachers as “Students of learning who could and should 
reflect on their own practice and learn from one another” (p.2). Dewey placed an 
enormous emphasis on the role of knowledge, experience, and practice in the 
development of the thinking individual. 
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The Conceptual Framework of Professional Development Schools 
For many years, universities and public schools have partnered in the 
education of both new and experienced practitioners. PDSs, where both in-
service and preservice teachers focus on professional development and where 
the teaching staff (public schools and universities) engages in reflective practice 
and inquiry in teaching and learning, emerged in the mid-1980s as a potentially 
significant vehicle for advancing the revitalization of teacher education and the 
reform of P–12 education. During the 1980s, many influential reform reports on 
teacher education advocated PDSs (Carnegie Forum, 1986; Goodlad, 1990; 
Holmes Group, 1986, 1990). 
Several authors who have done extensive PDS research over the years 
indicate that the prevailing school culture fails to provide places for responsible, 
enduring innovation in education, in which applied study of demonstration and 
good practice of policy improves the learning of students and educators (Abdal-
Haqq, 1991; Clark, 1990; Darling-Hammond, 1994; Goodlad, 1990; Kennedy, 
1990; Murphy, 1990). Further, contemporary restructuring efforts—such as 
school-based teacher development (Fullan, 1995), which is based on changes in 
professional development, and teacher empowerment and professionalization, 
which is designed to create teacher leadership in schools and better learning 
communities—are not sufficient in themselves to bring about more equitable and 
appropriate learning experiences for children (Dempsey, 1997; Meyers, 1996). 
According to Abdal-Haqq (1997), “Critics of American public schools often claim 
that the structure, agenda, and practices of the prevailing model of schooling 
inhibit knowledge-based teaching practice and fail to maximize student learning, 
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well-being, or potential” (p. 2). In sum, it appears that today’s schools, with their 
focus on individual classrooms instead of school renewal and inquiry into 
teaching and learning, are not capable of preparing teachers to educate students 
to meet the challenges of the 21st century. 
Though the 1980s school reform literature supports many improvement 
and accountability plans, the idea of schools for training teachers was again 
brought to light as schools of education “sought improvements and solutions to 
the problems plaguing both elementary and secondary education” (Stallings & 
Kowalski, 1990, p. 252). 
By the 1990s, the PDS movement of the 1980s had grown considerably 
and had gained support. Abdal-Haqq (1998) reports that over 1,000 PDSs were 
established in approximately 38 states, most of these beginning between 1991 
and 1996. Hecht, Bland, Schoon, and Boschert (1996) note a call for bottom-up 
reform, professional development for the teaching force, and lighthouse schools. 
Teachers themselves would become researchers involved in professional 
development and would make decisions about teaching and learning (Darling-
Hammond, 1996). Goodlad (1993) states, “PDSs have been attached to a wide 
range of concepts and practices” (p.51). 
Goodlad (1990) also observed that professional development schools 
were evolving at a deliberate pace. In arguing for field experiences in preservice 
teacher education he writes: 
Programs for the education of educators must assure each 
candidate a wide array of laboratory settings of observations, 
hands-on experiences, and exemplary schools for internships and 
residencies; they must admit no more students to their programs 
than can be assured these quality experiences. (p. 295) 
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Goodlad (1990) recognizes a lack of urgency in developing professional 
development schools, and a lack of discussion centered on PDSs. According to 
Smith (1992), collaborative approaches to teacher education require special 
effort by university-based and school-based educators as they synthesize 
diverse opinions and agree on the best in professional practice. The relationship 
is particularly difficult because teacher education is not highly regarded in most 
universities and because the university emphasis on research and publishing 
often discourages faculty involvement in collaborative initiatives that require 
commitments of time and effort in the public schools. 
In creating centers of pedagogy, Goodlad (1993) proposes a close 
fraternity between school districts, university departments of arts and science, 
university schools of education, and special schools that provide practical 
experiences for linking preservice teachers to higher education. Additionally, 
Goodlad urges that formal contracts be established in centers of pedagogy to 
contribute to the stability of the center and provide continued availability of PDS 
schools. 
Harris and Harris (1995) describe the development of a partner school 
created through Goodlad’s facilitation. They observed collaboration between the 
school and university that was based on four attributes: (a) school renewal and 
developing new teachers, (b) shared expertise between educators, (c) equity and 
trust among professionals, and (d) an attitude of selflessness and promotion of 
self-interest for the good of all. Through the collaborative process, Harris and 
Harris believed they could address many of the problems impeding educational 
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reform. Goodlad (1990) found that successful partnerships require a degree of 
dissimilarity between and among partners to stimulate changes. 
Allen-Haynes (1993) synthesizes Goodlad’s framework and examines the 
accelerated schools model, identifying the following characteristics of a 
collaborative school/university partnership: (a) two-directional flow of information, 
(b) establishment of a common agenda of mutual benefit, (c) a symbiotic 
relationship between the partnerships, (d) parity among the partners, and (e) the 
use of local knowledge. The common goal of PDSs is to improve the education of 
teachers by forming centers of collaboration between higher education and public 
schools that serve as models for inquiry and best practice (Byrd & McIntyre, 
1999). 
PDSs, in their most developed form, embody fundamental changes in 
assumptions about knowledge, teaching, and learning, and seek to support these 
assumptions with organization, roles, and relationships (Levine, 1997). Because 
PDSs assume that knowledge about teaching resides in both practice and in the 
academy (Levine, 1999), a partnership between both the university and the 
school is necessary. In contrast with many school renewal partnerships that seek 
to implement predetermined innovations, the university faculty and the school 
and community participants in the PDS project work to reinvent schooling and to 
improve the community surrounding the schools (Clark, 1999). 
The Holmes Group’s (1995) third book, Tomorrow’s Schools of Education, 
details the way university schools would have to change curriculum, faculty, 
student bodies, research, partnerships, and pedagogy—in essence, to reinvent 
themselves—to become dedicated to the school reform outlined in the Group’s 
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first two books. With the study The Rise and Stall of Teacher Education Reform, 
the Holmes Partnership (1996) notes that “professional education reform is so 
complex that it has not responded to any one group’s effort towards 
improvement” (p.6). 
The Holmes Partnership, formed in part because of this observable 
weakness in the American education system, was created from the Holmes 
Group. The partnership includes research universities, professional 
organizations, and public schools, with an underlying goal of unifying reform 
efforts. Six goals were presented by the Holmes Partnership (2001) as part of 
reform efforts: 
1. high-quality professional preparation; 
2. scholarly input and programs of research; 
3. simultaneous renewal; 
4. equity, diversity, and cultural competence; 
5. faculty development; and 
6. policy initiation. 
With these goals in place, the Holmes Partnership began to create 
relationships within educational organizations that supported reform. Schools 
specially designed and structured to prepare educators to work in a learner- and 
learning-centered environment were developed in part by the Holmes 
Partnership. Creation of this new and innovative type of school, as outlined by 
Dewey, “was rekindled as schools of education sought improvements and more 
rational solutions to the many problems plaguing elementary and secondary 
education” (Stallings & Kowalski, 1990, p. 251). These special schools were 
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occasionally referred to as professional practice schools (Levine, 1992) and 
sometimes as PDSs (Darling-Hammond, 1994). 
The document Tomorrow’s Teachers (Holmes Group, 1986) contains the 
term professional development school, which was later elaborated upon in the 
document Tomorrow’s Schools (Holmes Group, 1990). Though the Holmes 
Group reports provide the framework for a PDS, however, they do not provide 
standards for a PDS or guidelines for evaluating PDSs and their success. In 
Tomorrow’s Schools, the Holmes Group states: 
We argue for PDS schools in a spirit of idealism about possibilities 
and realism about problems. We conclude this report in the same 
spirit, with some reflections about the process of getting from here 
to here. We cannot be specific or definitive. Starting a PDS school 
is not just a design process; it is also a negotiation process. It’s a 
back-and-forth dialogue between people in a university and people 
in a school district; and between principles and actions. (p. 85) 
 
Tomorrow’s Schools (Holmes Group, 1990) provides an illustration of a 
PDS school: 
By “Professional Development Schools” we do not mean just a 
laboratory school for university research, nor a demonstration 
school. Nor do we mean just a clinical setting for preparing student 
and intern teachers. Rather, we mean all of these together; a 
school for the development of novice professionals, for continuing 
development of experienced professionals, and for the research 
and development of the teaching profession. (p. 1) 
 
Goodlad (1990) observed that professional development schools were 
evolving at a deliberate pace. In arguing for field experiences in preservice 
teacher education he writes: 
Programs for the education of educators must assure each 
candidate a wide array of laboratory settings of observations, 
hands-on experiences, and exemplary schools for internships and 
residencies; they must admit no more students to their programs 
than can be assured these quality experiences. (p. 295). 
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Though many PDS definitions are similar to proposals outlined by 
Goodlad (1993) and the Holmes Group (1990), increasing the effectiveness of a 
PDS partnership requires collaboration, open communication, action research, 
study groups, a shared vision, diffusion of leadership roles, time for inquiry and 
identification of best practices, and a high level of accountability. Like research 
entities, PDS schools should create new knowledge as well as disseminating 
existing knowledge (Smith, 1992). 
The PDS, as created by the Holmes Group (1990), would be a new 
institution in which collaboration conjoins a school’s faculty, administration, and 
university partners to work together in addressing new directions in teaching and 
learning, leading to better student performance. Goodlad (1997) emphasizes the 
challenges of combining two distinctly different organizations and of creating a 
new culture and emphasis within this new organization. Regarding the creation of 
this new organization, Million and Vare (1997) discuss the establishment of fiscal 
responsibility and university reward systems, and Teitel (2001b) outlines the 
delineation of roles and responsibilities along with the establishment of 
institutional authorities (Rice, 2002). Levin (2002) lists the three main goals of a 
PDS as (a) sharing responsibility for new teacher education, (b) encouraging 
research and inquiry that enhances student achievement, and (c) promoting 
professional development of experienced or mentor teachers. 
Teitel (2001b) emphasizes four goals of a PDS: (a) the improvement of 
student learning, (b) the preparation of teachers, (c) the professional 
development of in-service faculty, and (d) the research into improving practice. 
However, due to the lack of a universal definition of a PDS and its components, 
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the literature does not support a comprehensive definition. According to the 
Standards for Professional Development Schools (NCATE, 2001), 
A PDS has the distinct characteristics of becoming learning environments 
that support candidate and faculty development; being guided by a 
common vision of teaching and learning which is grounded in research 
and practitioner knowledge; having shared responsibility for professionals 
and students; creating a blending of expertise and resources that allow 
professionals to meet their goals; and holding themselves accountable—
they are accountable to the public for maintaining high standards for P–12 
students, candidates, faculty, and other professionals. (p. 1) 
 
The standards created by NCATE (2001) are somewhat controversial 
because some sources define PDSs as developing institutions whereas others 
define PDSs as needing rigor and accountability (Levine & Churins, 1999). 
Nonetheless, the standards were developed to effectively evaluate the success 
of PDSs, to support PDSs as they develop, to provide feedback about the work 
to other PDS partnerships, and to create a critical evaluation framework as 
necessary (NCATE, 2001). 
NCATE (2001) lists five reasons for the development of PDS standards. 
First, standards bring a certain level of expectations to a PDS partnership. 
Second, standards support the PDS as it develops or evolves. Third, the 
standards can be used as a comprehensive assessment tool to provide feedback 
to other PDS partners, as part of a collaborative effort. Fourth, the standards may 
serve to create incentives that support PDS collaboratives. Fifth, the standards 
provide a comprehensive framework that can be used to conduct research that 
evaluates the outcomes of PDS partnerships. 
Levine (2002) emphasizes that draft standards were field tested for three 
years to determine how they reflected the PDS partnerships, to observe how 
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PDSs at different stages worked with the standards, and to disseminate the 
relationship between the standards and the process of using them. According to 
NCATE (2005): 
NCATE recognized the potential power of PDSs for improving the quality 
of teaching and enhancing student achievement. Standards strengthen 
and support PDS development, are a tool to assess progress within the 
PDS, and assure accountability. Between 1995 and 2001 NCATE worked 
with hundreds of practitioners and teacher educators to design and field-
test standards for professional development schools. Draft standards were 
developed based on extensive input from experts in the field. 
Ten key concepts about PDSs are embedded in the content and 
structure of the PDS standards: 
 
1. Time Before the Beginning 
The initial draft standards recognized the importance of building 
professional development school partnerships on a foundation of shared 
interest, mutual commitment, and trust. This foundation is often laid by 
individuals from both schools and universities working together over some 
period of time. Partners either need to have this pre-existing relationship 
or spend time in their initial stages building it, before they can enter into 
the very difficult and high stakes work of a PDS partnership. 
 
2. Integration of Professional and Student Learning Through Inquiry 
Our understanding of what is unique about teaching and learning in a PDS 
has evolved over the course of the development of the initial draft 
standards and the field-test. Initially we identified candidate preparation, 
faculty development, student learning, and inquiry as the four functions of 
the PDS partnership. We believed that somehow these functions needed 
to be integrated and that integration resulted in what would be defined as 
PDS work. Parallel activities focused on each of the separate functions 
were neither acceptable conceptually, nor practical in the real world. 
Through the field-test we have learned how inquiry, often the function to 
get least attention, is the process through which professional and student 
learning are integrated. In PDS work, candidates and faculty, together, 
use a process of inquiry to identify and address the diverse learning needs 
of students. PDS partners and candidates engage in inquiry: 
to identify and meet students’ learning needs; 
to effect candidate learning; and 
to determine their professional development agenda. 
 
3. Placing Students at the Center of PDS Work 
Placing students’ needs at the center of PDS work is critical to achieving 
the integration of professional and student learning. PDS partners and 
candidates focus on identifying and meeting students’ diverse learning 
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needs by drawing on academic and practitioner knowledge. Just as the 
patient provides the curriculum for medical students, residents, and staff 
physicians in a teaching hospital, the P–12 students provide the focus for 
candidate learning and faculty development in a PDS. The curriculum for 
candidates or for professional development for teachers does not come 
from outside the school. Rather, it is generated from the needs of students 
in the PDS. 
 
4. Learning in the Context of Practice 
PDSs embrace the concept that certain kinds of learning occur best in the 
context of real world practice. Candidates learn about teaching and what 
to teach in the university; they learn how to teach in schools. Similarly, 
some aspects of student learning are best achieved by doing. Professional 
development schools are grounded in this concept and designed to 
support this kind of learning. 
 
5. Boundary Spanning 
University and school partners share responsibility for candidate 
preparation, faculty development, and student learning. In order to 
accomplish this, partners and candidates must cross-institutional 
boundaries to develop new roles and relationships. Partners take active 
roles as teachers and learners in each other’s partnering institutions; 
cohorts of candidates assume appropriate responsibilities in schools. 
 
6. Blending of Resources 
Partners must use their resources differently in order to achieve their 
goals—blending, reallocating, restructuring, and integrating their funds, 
time, personnel, and knowledge. 
 
7. Principal Partners and Institutional Partners 
PDS partnerships exist on more than one level. There are principal 
partners (higher education and P–12 faculty) in a PDS who agree to work 
together, but institutional partners (school district, teachers union or 
professional association, and university) support their work. Absent the 
support of institutional partners, the PDS partnership can be severely 
limited in its development. 
 
8. The Expanded Learning Community 
The learning community of the PDS partnership extends beyond the 
principal and institutional partners and includes other educators, parents, 
and the community. The involvement of arts and sciences faculty is 
important in the content and clinical preparation of candidates, the 
professional development of faculty, and the quality of learning for the P–
12 students. Families and community members need to understand and 
support the partnership that exists between their children’s school and the 
university. It is their right and responsibility to be informed and, as families, 
they bring important knowledge about their children into the partnership. 
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9. The PDS as a Standards-Bearing Institution 
PDSs have a unique role in the preparation and development of 
professionals and in school reform. They are dedicated to the support of 
good teaching and learning and are committed to implementing standards 
for professionals, curriculum content standards, student learning 
standards, and institutional standards for schools and universities. 
 
10. Leveraging Change 
PDS partnerships can lead to changes in policies and practices within the 
partnering institutions. Because the work is inquiry-based and focused on 
improving teaching and learning for candidates, professionals, and 
students, PDS partnerships generate new knowledge that is relevant to 
both university and schools. At the height of their development, PDS 
partnerships can have impact on local, state, and national policy. (p. 3) 
 
These ten concepts, as created by NCATE, were used to develop five 
overlapping and interconnected standards for a PDS, along with developmental 
guidelines for each standard. The four stages of a PDS are defined as 
1. beginning level, 
2. developing level, 
3. at-standard level, and 
4. leading level (NCATE, 2005). 
Between levels, variations exist in the degree of commitment, degree of 
partnership institutionalization, and the impact of the PDS on outside partnering 
institutions. According to NCATE (2005), these are: 
Standard I: Learning Community: The PDS is a learning-centered 
community that supports the integrated learning and development of P–12 
students, candidates, and PDS partners through inquiry-based practice. 
PDS partners share a common vision of teaching and learning grounded 
in research and practitioner knowledge. They believe that adults and 
children learn best in the context of practice. Learning supported by this 
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community results in change and improvement in individual practice and in 
the policies and practices of the partnering institutions. 
Standard II: Accountability and Quality Assurance: PDS partners 
are accountable to themselves and to the public for upholding professional 
standards for teaching and learning. They define clear criteria at the 
institutional and individual levels for participation. 
 Standard III: Collaboration: PDS partners and partner institutions 
systematically move from independent to interdependent practice by 
committing themselves and committing to each other to engage in joint 
work focused on implementing the PDS mission. They collaboratively 
design roles and structures to support the PDS work and individual and 
institutional parity. 
 Standard IV: Diversity and Equity: PDS partners and candidates 
develop and demonstrate knowledge, skills, and dispositions resulting in 
learning for all P–12 students. PDS partners ensure that the policies and 
practices of the PDS partner institutions result in equitable learning 
outcomes for all PDS participants. PDS partners include diverse 
participants and diverse learning communities for PDS work. 
 Standard V: Structures, Resources, and Roles: The PDS 
partnership uses its authority and resources to articulate its mission and 
establish governing structures that support the learning and development 
of P–12 students, candidates, faculty, and other professionals. The 
partner institutions ensure that structures, programs, and resource 
decisions support the partnership’s mission. 
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PDS Models, Development Stages, Preservice Teacher Characteristics, and 
Equity 
How have PDSs developed and changed over time? An early PDS school 
model, developed as a school-university collaborative, coached teacher 
education reform partially in reaction to the crisis rhetoric of educational reports 
of the 1980s (Berliner & Biddle, 1996). Because PDSs occur in developmental 
stages that need to be evaluated, early PDSs did not rely on a set of 
organizational standards; rather, they shared many of the characteristics of 
today’s PDSs. The most commonly occurring PDS model, according to Levine 
and Churins (1999), consisted of an elementary or secondary school where 
teachers conducted action research and incorporated procedural knowledge into 
practice. NCATE (1997) created a working definition of a PDS: 
Professional Development School: Collaboration between schools, 
colleges or departments of education, P-12 schools, school 
districts, and union/professional associations. The partnering 
institutions share responsibility for (a) the clinical preparation of 
new teachers; (b) the continuing development of school and 
university faculty; (c) the support of children’s learning; and (d) the 
support of research directed at the improvement of teaching and 
learning. (p. 4) 
 
Models of PDSs are developed and managed collaboratively by a 
partnership comprising one or more higher education institutes, one or more 
school districts, and in some cases, one or more teacher unions. Further, PDSs 
share the three goals of exemplary practice: (a) maximizing student 
achievement, (b) professional development of teachers, and (c) inquiry 
undertaken to improve practice (Abdal-Haqq, 1996; Darling-Hammond, 1994; 
Levine, 1996; Stallings, 1995). 
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Although the PDS model is geared toward school reform, using the 
medical model to train preservice teachers supports the belief that school reform 
and its processes begin by implementing changes in the culture of a school and 
by focusing reform efforts on creating better teachers. This, in effect, is the 
purpose of a PDS as it trains both preservice and in-service teachers to work 
toward reform efforts centered around inquiry into teaching and learning. 
In building on the work of the previous decade, the Holmes Partnership 
(1996) provides a framework for the continuing reform initiative: (a) high-quality 
professional preparation; (b) simultaneous renewal, equity, diversity, and cultural 
competence; (c) scholarly inquiry and programs of research; (d) university and 
school-based faculty development; and (e) policy initiation. Although PDSs are 
modeled after teaching hospitals (Flexner, 1910; Levine, 1992), the literature also 
states that improvement of education and support of school reform are important 
goals of a PDS (Abdal-Haqq, 1998; Goodlad, 1990, 1994; Kimball, 1995). 
Distinct capacities are repeatedly identified as desired outcomes for PDS 
teacher candidates (Book, 1996; Darling-Hammond, 1994; Levine, 1997; 
Trachtman, 1996). The preparation of teachers as professionals, according to 
these authors, includes the goals of (a) content mastery, (b) classroom discipline, 
(c) organizational skills, (d) collaborative inquiry, (e) a procedural knowledge 
base about teaching, (f) creating “learner-centered” classrooms, and (g) an 
awareness of diversity and equity issues. 
According to Long and Morrow (1995), studies comparing teacher 
education graduates from the same university but from different programs found 
that principals were better at helping to prepare PDS graduates. PDS graduates 
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also were more proactive about the inclusion of children with disabilities in 
mainstream classrooms, and modeled the principles of (a) teaching and learning 
for understanding, (b) creating a learning community, and (c) thoughtful and long-
term inquiry into teaching and learning. This, according to the reviewed PDS 
literature, validates the use of the medical model and the focus on inquiry into 
teaching and learning as means to support school reform. 
Houston and Warner (1999) contrasted teachers from a PDS with those 
from nontraditional programs. Designed and executed as a quasi-experimental 
model, the study compared test scores of PDS and non-PDS students on the 
Texas test for new teachers (ExCET), and classroom observations. Researchers 
found that PDS teachers had higher test scores, spent significantly more time 
responding to student signals, checked student work, encouraged self-
management, praised student behavior, and corrected student performance 
more than teachers more traditionally trained. While documenting their findings 
with classroom observations of time on task and student gains on standardized 
tests, Houston and Warner observed a relationship between PDS-inspired 
attributes and increases in student learning. 
Investigating the Clark-Worcester Public Schools Partnership PDS, Teitel 
(2000) observed realistic but positive attitudes toward teaching in urban schools, 
high expectations for kids and how they learn best, and an understanding of the 
role of a teacher in accommodating diverse learners. Preliminary findings, 
according to Teitel, indicate that, 
Graduates themselves express clear goals and strategies in terms of 
supporting all students’ learning. Principals, in terms of suggesting 
competence, relate performance as way above average in the areas of 
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teaching the whole student and teaching students how to meet new 
challenges. Also, the most distinguishing characteristic of these students 
is their expressed and demonstrated commitment to professional learning 
as a means to enhance their capability to support student achievement. 
(p. 16) 
 
In sum, Teitel (2000) suggests that clear professional goals strongly affect 
the professional attitudes of the PDS program’s beginning teachers. Overall, the 
PDS program seems to support the development of committed, reflective, 
proactive, and multidimensional practitioners. This is important in the present 
study as the researcher attempts to discuss the changes a PDS partnership 
brings to the school and university settings. Further, in choosing this topic, the 
researcher views a PDS as a vehicle for school change that can lead to better 
trained teachers and increased student achievement, which is necessary if the 
public system of education is to provide the levels of education that students will 
require to be prepared for the 21st century and beyond. 
 
PDS Standards and the NCATE Standards 
In the past few years, the NCATE PDS Standards Project has played a 
critical role in helping to define where PDSs are developing. Beginning in 1995 
with support from the AT&T Foundation, this was a two-year project that used 
various strategies to “develop consensus about quality and good practice in 
PDSs, design developmental standards for PDSs, and develop a policy 
framework and models for financing which will sustain and nurture PDSs” 
(NCATE, 1995, p. 1). 
The Standards Project attempted to define a PDS. Through a careful 
nomination process, PDS project staff identified 28 highly developed PDS sites 
  
43
 
that participated in a survey describing their practices, goals, organizational 
structures, and funding sources (Levine, 1998). The data were used to develop a 
set of draft standards for PDSs and other partnerships. The University of South 
Florida, Tampa, then used the PDS draft standards as a framework for assessing 
impacts and sustainability (Rosselli, Perez, Piersall, & Pantridge, 1999). 
According to Levine (1997), “The major purpose for developing standards for 
professional development schools is to help PDSs achieve their potential” (p. 63). 
In its PDS draft standards, NCATE (1997) identifies threshold conditions 
as including the following: 
1. an agreement which commits school, school district, 
union/professional organization, and the university to the basic 
mission of the PDS; 
2. a commitment by the partners to the critical attributes of a PDS; 
3. a positive working relationship and trust between partners; 
4. achieving quality standards by partner institutions using regional, 
state, national, or other evidence; and 
5. an institutional commitment of resources to the PDS. 
NCATE (1997) standards reflect the developmental nature of PDSs 
including (a) a prethreshold stage in which trusting relationships are built, (b) a 
threshold stage, and (c) a set of standards for quality review. 
NCATE (2001) published the Standards for Professional Development 
Schools. These standards include a definition of a PDS and a discussion of the 
significance of a PDS. The standards recognize the potential power that 
partnerships have to support continuous improvement in both schools and 
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universities. PDS standards are intended to bring rigor to the concept of PDSs so 
that potential will not be lost. The standards are meant to support PDS 
partnerships as they develop. The standards are accompanied by developmental 
guidelines to assist partnerships as they move from one development stage to 
the next, and to develop leadership within the partnership. The standards and 
developmental guidelines were designed to provide feedback to partners about 
their work. A visit process, aligned to the standards, has been developed and 
field tested. Policy makers at the national, state, and local levels who want to 
create incentives and supports may also use the standards, which provide 
guidance about what is most important in these partnerships. The standards link 
PDSs to the teacher quality agenda. Finally, according to NCATE, the standards 
can provide a critical framework for conducting and evaluating research that 
addresses the question of what outcomes are associated with PDS partnerships. 
According to the NCATE (1997) draft standards, there are five standards 
that address the characteristics of PDSs: 
1. learning community; 
2. accountability and quality assurance; 
3. collaboration; 
4. equity and diversity; and 
5. structures, resources, and roles. 
NCATE (2001) emphasizes that the standards and the processes for 
using them should be closely connected. Both the assessments and the self-
study process were designed to reflect their significance. The assessment 
process mirrors the standards that: 
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1. PDSs are stage developmental. The assessment process 
recognizes that PDSs develop unevenly. For example, a PDS 
partnership may show evidence of uneven development. 
2. The key concepts in the standards define PDS work—the self-study 
and visit—and are designed with PDS work as the focus and entry 
point of the assessment. 
3. Accountability and quality assurance are a critical characteristic of 
PDSs. The standards address these directly and the assessment 
process is designed to focus on standards, criteria for participation, 
and learning outcomes for all. 
4. Collaboration is a critical characteristic of PDSs. There is a 
collaboration standard, and in completing the self-study, members 
of the PDS partnership must show evidence of collaborating. 
5. Candidate learning and professional development come about 
through inquiry that is focused on P–12 student needs. The 
partnership and visitors must engage in an inquiry process as they 
assess the partnership. 
 In creating the PDS standards, NCATE (2001) used a process of inquiry, 
reflection, and discussion supported by research and data assembled thorough a 
national survey, focus groups, and interviews, and by a comprehensive review of 
the literature. NCATE lists the purposes of the three-year field test: (a) to 
authenticate the standards, (b) to determine whether and/or how the standards 
reflect professional development schools, (c) to reflect the significance of the 
innovative partnerships, (d) to observe how partnerships at various 
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developmental stages implement the standards, and (e) to help better describe 
the relationship between the standards and the implementation. Twenty 
partnerships, selected to reflect diversity, participated in the field test. 
Due to their robust process, the NCATE standards are valuable in 
determining the degree to which comprehensive, in-depth assessments allow for 
implementation and development. Conversations with the PDS coordinator and 
the school administrator appear to reveal a general consensus that a greater 
degree of development is sought. This study also has revealed the necessity of a 
match between needs of a PDS and the current PDS movement. This, in turn, 
will strengthen the knowledge base centered around PDSs. By requiring a PDS 
to list resources, elements, and goals, a greater degree of growth and 
development may be identified. According to NCATE (2005), PDSs: 
• are guided (partnerships) by a common vision of teaching and 
learning, which is grounded in research and practitioner knowledge. 
• share responsibility for professionals and students. 
• hold themselves accountable, and they are accountable to the public 
for maintaining high standards for P–12 students, candidates, faculty, 
and other professionals. 
• create new roles and responsibilities and structures to utilize their 
resources differently. 
• are committed to providing equitable learning opportunities for all and 
preparing candidates and faculty to meet the needs of diverse student 
populations. (p. 1) 
 
Standards for PDS schools, according to NCATE (2001), were developed 
(a) to bring rigor to PDSs so that their potential will not be lost, (b) to support 
continuous improvement in schools and universities, (c) to support PDS 
partnerships as they develop, (d) to provide feedback to PDS partners as a 
developmental guideline, (e) to provide guidance about the significance of PDS 
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partnerships for policy makers, and (f) to provide a critical framework for 
conducting and evaluating research. 
When implementing the NCATE standards, it appears that PDSs can 
improve teaching and learning for students, candidates, and faculty. Greater 
collaboration on and a change in the school’s culture should occur as teachers 
are perceived as researchers and as a sense of community develops within the 
school. 
 
Partnership Development in a PDS Setting 
Though Goodlad (1988) recommends a “symbiotic” partnership between 
schools and universities, he acknowledges that selfless commitment is difficult to 
achieve; history records few enduring symbiotic partnerships in education. 
Schlechty and Whitford (1998) suggest “organic” partnerships rather than “fragile 
and fickle” symbiotic ones. They further hypothesize that if school and university 
personnel possess sufficient autonomy to create organic partnerships, they will 
simultaneously create a “common culture” with norms and values unique to the 
hybrid organization (1998, p. 2). 
Cooksey and York (1999) comment on the teaching hospital model as the 
standard for clinical medical education in the United States and abroad. Further, 
Cooksey and York state: 
Many of the lessons learned in developing and sustaining the 
teaching hospital model may be useful to those engaged with 
developing and expanding the PDS model. The first characteristic 
is a formal institutional relationship between each medical school 
and its affiliated hospital. Clear accountabilities for both parties 
ensure that the necessary training takes place and the standards 
are met. Second, professional staff that serve in the teaching and 
mentoring role must be cultivated and encouraged. Multiple time 
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demands on practicing physicians mean that medical schools must 
be creative in developing incentives to retain good physician 
teachers. Third, the educational experience for the student must be 
carefully planned so that it meets school goals as well as 
accreditation standards (p. 5). 
 
It appears that Cooksey and York (1999) relate the medical model directly 
to the PDS model and list potential lessons to advance the PDS movement and 
the partnership of a PDS as it continues to evolve. Million and Vare (1997) state, 
“In a collaborative school, university and school faculty members would share 
equally in instructional, administrative, and research tasks, with the goal of 
reforming both schooling and teacher education” (p. 58). They further state two 
conditions necessary to successful collaboration: the participants are equal in 
status, and they have mutually agreed-upon goals. When these two conditions 
are met, according to Million and Vare, “authentic collaboration” becomes 
possible (p. 1). 
Million and Ware (1997), in commenting on collaborative schools, state: 
We see the collaborative school as a synthesis of the best of 
Goodlad’s emphasis on school/university collaboration and the 
Holmes Group’s focus on inquiry. We believe that PDS settings that 
fail to emphasize both authentic collaboration and inquiry are little 
more than reflections of the laboratory schools of the past. In the 
collaborative school, teachers, administrators, and researchers 
from schools and universities can come together in a synergistic 
environment in which theory and practice inform each other. (p. 6) 
 
Important to developing partnerships in PDSs is the creation of a culture of 
learning that allows organizational and individual boundaries to be bridged. 
Historically, cultures are developed over time rather than imposed or mandated, 
and support for PDSs must be nurtured over time along with reflection, 
evaluation, and assessment that documents effectiveness. Although the NCATE 
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(1997) standards include a prethreshold stage in order to build relationships, 
there is agreement in the literature that high-quality PDSs have met many of the 
indicators of all three stages. 
 
Philosophical Basis for PDSs 
During their 360-year history, colleges and universities have had different 
relationships with their school communities. Much of the PDS literature has been 
devoted to school-university partnerships, including instances of failed efforts and 
partnership arrangements. Despite these deficiencies, the need for collaboration 
between schools and universities is more strongly encouraged as complex 
problems within the educational system demand collaboration in order to see 
significant results (Abdal-Haqq, 1998; Clark, 1999; Darling-Hammond, 1994). 
According to Clark (1999), the relationship between schools and universities has 
been characterized by universities attempting to control the quality of their 
students, by the professorate influencing the placement of graduate students, 
and by the use of schools for clinical studies and of professors as consultants. 
The National Network for Educational Renewal, the Holmes Group, the 
National Center for Restructuring Education, Schools, and Teaching (NCREST), 
and the NCATE are among the groups that concur on the four purposes of PDSs 
(Clark, 1995; Holmes Group, 1990; NCATE, 1995; NCREST, 1993). PDSs (a) 
provide a clinical setting for preservice education, (b) engage in professional 
development for practitioners, (c) promote and conduct inquiry that advances the 
knowledge of schooling, and (d) provide and exemplary education for P–12 
students (Abdal-Haqq, 1996; Clark, 1996, 1999; Darling-Hammond, 1994; Dolly 
& Oda, 1997; Levine, 1997; Million & Vare, 1997). 
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Brainard (1989) studied 21 settings that were either planning or operating 
PDSs. Brainard’s goal was to determine the degree to which these sites met 14 
PDS criteria. He identifies these criteria as reasonable conditions that partner 
schools should meet if they are to be considered exemplary. He concluded that 
none of the schools met all, or even most, of the criteria (Abdal-Haqq, 1996). 
It is vital that schools and universities share a common understanding of 
the attributes of a PDS partnership. A partnership must provide reflection and 
inquiry into reform issues by school administrators, teachers, and university 
faculty. According to Clark (1999), a viable partnership requires one of three 
approaches: (a) constructing a useful definition of a partnership, (b) developing a 
typology of partnerships to provide new insights into their characteristics, or (c) 
investigating the major developmental stages through which a partnership 
progresses. 
One key function of a partnership is to create a common philosophical 
base. This process transcends school renewal and touches the heart of teaching 
and learning. Clark (1999) outlines four types of partnerships: 
• Type I partnerships have a single, narrow purpose with few 
participants from similar backgrounds and few support resources. 
• Type II partnerships have moderate purposes, several partners, and 
modest but sufficient support methods. 
• Type III partnerships have broad purposes, many purposes, and 
considerable support. 
• Type IV partnerships are mixed; they have levels of support or 
structures that differ from the level of their purpose or function. (p. 33) 
 
Maintaining collaborative relationships is at the heart of the PDS mission 
and successes. Goodlad (1990) observes that a true school-university 
partnership is symbiotic and should include “(a) open channels of communication 
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between schools and universities, (b) a governance group, (c) collaboration 
between university faculty and school district administrators, and (d) 
interpersonal relationships that support exchanges of ideas between school and 
university professionals” (p. 296). 
School-university collaborations, when embodying these characteristics 
and standards, must adopt a single mission and purpose that includes improving 
student learning and teaching. They must adopt a developmental process in the 
nature of schools, and create and implement inquiry in their teaching, learning, 
and professional development. 
Teitel (2004) formulates a conceptual model that builds upon the NCATE 
standards to combine two important focuses in a PDS: 
• A constant and continual focus on outcomes for all students in a 
PDS. 
• Setting up consistent conceptual connections between the 
processes that go on in a PDS and those outcomes for 
students. (p. 37) 
 
Figure 1 shows that PDS processes are part of the overall PDS foundation 
and that they can affect student learning through changes in approaches to 
teaching, learning, and leadership. Further, the pyramid suggests that student 
learning is enhanced in at least three ways in a PDS partnership: 
1. through better preparation of interns and their enhanced roles 
inside and outside the classroom with P–12 students; 
2. through professional development and other experiences that the 
faculty, staff, and administrators at the school, university, and other 
partners have, engaging and focusing them on student learning; 
and 
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3. directly for the P-12 students, through their engagement in an 
improved learning environment—improvements in curriculum and 
instruction as well as enhanced relationships inside and outside of 
class with interns, teachers, and other adults (Teitel, 2004). 
 
 
 
 
Figure 1. The PDS Standards Student Learning Pyramid (Teitel, 2004). 
 
 
 
Maryland, George Mason University, and the PDS Movement 
Using a top-down/bottom-up approach to reform, Maryland has 
redesigned its teacher education programs to use PDSs as a means to enhance 
candidate training, to improve student achievement, and to initiate ongoing 
school reform. In 1995, the Redesign of the Teacher Education Task Force 
(Maryland Higher Education Task Force, 1995) guided reform in institutes of 
higher education (IHEs). The Maryland State Department of Education (MDSE) 
provides funding to colleges and universities to maintain and develop PDSs 
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within the guidelines of the Redesign. Using a three-year plan, Maryland also 
created the Maryland Standards for Professional Development Schools, which 
are closely aligned with the NCATE standards for PDSs. In 2003, the MSDE 
created the Maryland Professional Development Schools Assessment 
Framework, which is used to guide IHEs in preparing PDS programs for State of 
Maryland approval and NCATE accreditation visits. 
The MDSE brought together stakeholders from every facet of PDS work in 
Maryland to accomplish several goals during the academy meetings: 
1. to examine, reflect upon, and refine the standards; 
2. to develop guidelines for standard implementation; 
3. to devise pilot experiences to test the standards in real-life settings; 
4. to review pilot experiences; 
5. to formulate an accountability process by which an IHE’s PDS 
efforts could be formally recognized as “PDS operating according to 
standards”; and 
6. to develop a model of peer coaching and sharing as well as MSDE-
provided technical assistance to IHEs and to PDS partners in 
standards compliance (Maryland PDS, 2005). 
Using the PDS framework, MDSE is able to disseminate information from 
a network of PDSs. IHEs use the collaborative process to self-assess their level 
on the PDS standards continuum—beginning, developing, or at-standard—which 
is reported annually. Table 1 shows the 2003–2004 listing of Maryland PDS 
standards. 
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Table 1. Maryland PDS Statement of Standing 2003–2004 
PDS operational level 
 
Number of schools 
Beginning  81 
Developing  144 
At-standard 31 
Source: Maryland PDS (2005), p. 35 
 
 
 
Maryland PDS (2004) standards require that the school improvement plan 
of the individual school contains and collaboratively plans professional 
development for the entire PDS school community. This collaborative process, 
according to the MSDE, yields course work, content-specific course work, 
classroom management seminars, courses needed by conditional teachers for 
certification or recertification, and sessions for other educational purposes. 
MSDE (2004), insisting on sustained commitment on the PDS partnership, 
focuses on what is being accomplished in the PDS mission and why such 
activities are implemented, according to data used to make determinations. 
Partnerships also must agree on measurable outcomes for the three PDS 
audiences: preservice interns, in-service teachers, and P–12 students. The IHEs 
report that 122 projects relating to the creation of PDSs were undertaken from 
1999 to 2003. 
In the past decade, PDSs have become a critical component of the reform 
movement in Maryland. Within the existing partnerships: 
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1. in 2002–2003, a total of 1,177 professional development sessions 
focusing on literacy, mathematics, mentoring and technology were 
conducted by PDSs; 
2. 5,132 in-service teachers, 1,040 preservice interns, and 484 IHE 
faculty participated with one another in these sessions, facilitating 
the renewal of school and university; a distinct PDS characteristic. 
(Maryland PDS, 2005, p. 55) 
 
In discussing PDS changes, the MSDE reports 
 
1. from 1997–2004 there was a 1,479% PDS increase; 
2. Maryland school districts with PDSs increased by 82%; 
3. in 2004, 92% of all preservice interns required to be in a PDS are 
completing extensive internships in a standards-based PDS; 
4. 68% of Maryland’s PDS partnerships are operating beyond the 
standards for beginning partnerships; 
5. Maryland has created a statewide accountability structure to 
monitor and assess the proliferation of PDSs for quality assurance 
and continued growth. (Maryland PDS, 2005, p. 55) 
 
Finally, MSDE (2004) reports that many challenges still exist in providing 
PDS opportunities to all teacher candidates. Further, more studies are necessary 
to ascertain PDS effectiveness related to K–12 student performance and teacher 
retention. 
Using a study completed at George Mason University, Virginia, the impact 
of PDS preparation on teacher quality in non-PDS versus PDS programs, and 
the extent to which candidates differ on various aspects of teacher quality, was 
examined between two programs. A PDS program with seven schools and a 
non-PDS program with five schools located in four school districts were 
compared (Castle et al., 2005). 
Though admission criteria for PDS and non-PDS programs are the same, 
and candidates in both programs complete the same assignments, use the same 
conceptual framework, and are exposed to the same philosophy, courses are 
taken in different sequences. Unique to the PDS program, PDS candidates are 
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required to take methods courses during their internships and non-PDS 
candidates complete method course work before student teaching. Table 2 
shows a comparison of the programs. 
 
 
 
Table 2. Differences and Similarities Between PDS and Non-PDS Programs 
Non-PDS PDS 
15-week student teaching 
 
Year-long internship 
Students in cohorts 
 
Students in cohorts 
Adjunct faculty in school four to six 
times per semester to observe and 
conduct seminars 
Full-time faculty in school one day a 
week to observe, conduct seminars, 
facilitate PDS work, meet with interns, 
conduct/participate in professional 
development and research 
Supervision primarily observations 
 
Supervision embedded in life of school 
Student teachers involved in teaching Interns involved in teaching, 
professional development, inquiry, 
committees 
 
Do not serve as substitutes Serve as permanent subs and receive 
a stipend 
 
Trained clinical faculty Trained clinical faculty 
 
 
 
Courses are taught by George Mason University faculty; however, the 
non-PDS program uses more adjunct faculty. PDS field placements and non-
PDS student teaching experiences take place in partner schools, with clinical 
faculty who are trained by university faculty in a three-hour graduate course. 
Faculty supervise the PDS candidates, and one faculty member and several 
adjuncts familiar with the George Mason program supervise the non-PDS 
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candidates. The PDS program utilizes four semesters of course work followed by 
a full-year internship with concurrent course work. PDS teacher candidates are 
required to complete two placements in one semester each, one in a lower grade 
and one in an upper grade, both within the same PDS site (Castle et al., 2005). 
PDS candidates, as part of their internships, undertake one week of 
supported independent teaching in the fall and four weeks in the spring. Each 
PDS has a university faculty member assigned to it for one day a week, to work 
with interns and clinical faculty to facilitate the professional development and 
research aspects of the PDS program (Castle et al., 2005). However, the non-
PDS program, which the literature indicates is less intensive and reflective, spans 
five semesters; has candidates supervised in the traditional manner, with the 
supervisor conducting all observations, conferences, and seminars; and divides 
the traditional student teaching experience into 15 weeks—one week for 
orientation to the school and two 7-week placements, one in lower elementary 
and one in higher elementary. 
Further, in praising program advantages, Castle et al. (2004) state: 
PDS teacher candidates have significantly more time and 
opportunities to reflect on the teaching they observe as well as their 
own teaching, and to do so on a daily basis through interactions 
with faculty throughout the school and on a weekly basis with 
university supervisors. In contrast, although they have consistent 
daily interactions with their clinical faculty and perhaps other team 
members, the non-PDS teacher candidates generally have two 
individual interactions with the university supervisor during 
observations and seven group interactions during seminars 
resulting in considerably less interactive reflection time. (p. 51) 
 
Although Maryland has done extensive research on PDSs and on using 
PDSs as guidelines for teacher education, Maryland has used the NCATE 
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standards to keep its PDS process aligned and to create a coherent accreditation 
process. Pilato, Dunkle, Fleming, and Wittmann (2005) indicate that, using 
Teitel’s (2004) NCATE graphic framework pyramid (see Figure 1), the NCATE 
and the Maryland visions of PDS work can be seen to be collaborative. One 
guiding principle of Maryland’s efforts was that the state standards would reflect 
the NCATE standards and that this alignment would help make accreditation 
seamless and coherent. 
Further, Pilato et al. (2005) report key PDS findings related to the MDSE: 
1. The distribution of elementary PDSs has remained fairly stable, 
with 67 percent of PDSs in elementary schools in 1997 and 64 
percent in 2004. In 1994, middle schools made up only 12 
percent of PDSs, and high schools were disproportionately 
represented at 21 percent. Distributions of middle and high 
school partnerships have equalized in 2004, with both middle 
and high now representing roughly 17.5 percent of PDSs. 
 
2. The distribution of PDSs geographically has changed somewhat, with 
87 percent located in either the Washington, DC or Baltimore 
metropolitan areas in 1997 and 78 percent located in these areas in 
2004. More rural districts in Western Maryland, Southern Maryland, 
and the Maryland Eastern Shore now have PDSs. 
 
3. Currently, 92 percent of Maryland’s teacher candidates in early 
childhood, elementary, and secondary content area programs who are 
prepared as undergraduates or full time graduate level candidates are 
prepared in PDSs. 
 
4. Using the Maryland PDS Standards, 68 percent of the PDSs are 
operating at the beginning level. 
 
5. In 2002–2003, a total of 1,177 professional development opportunities, 
usually courses, were provided for practicing teachers in PDSs, 
focusing on literacy, mathematics, mentoring, and technology. 
 
6. In 2003–2004, PDSs provided professional development in which 
5,132 practicing teachers, 1,040 interns, and 484 higher education 
faculty participated, thereby facilitating professional growth 
simultaneously for school and higher education partners. 
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7. Promising retention studies show that PDS prepared teachers are 
more likely to still be teaching after three years than non-PDS 
prepared, 94 percent are still teaching three years after graduation, 
compared to 58 percent of the non-PDS prepared teachers in the 
same district in the same period. 
 
8. The average PDS cost per intern is documented as $1,728. with this 
information the state (Maryland) is now preparing a joint K-16 
Partnership budget request to state government to help fund PDS 
implementation. (p. 69) 
 
 
Finally, in support of PDS partnerships, Pilato et al. (2005) state: 
 
In Maryland, PDSs are now the primary teacher education delivery 
mode. They unite teacher candidate interns, school and higher 
education faculty members, and K–12 students and communities. 
As candidates learn to teach, new and experienced teachers 
improve their practice. Principals and superintendent count on 
PDS-preparation to ensure a steady supply of new teachers who 
know their schools and their curricula. (p. 72) 
 
Maryland’s PDS work supports using the PDS model to educate teacher 
candidates; to create professional development in multiple areas for both schools 
and universities; to use the NCATE standards for accreditation; to create learning 
communities that support reflection, inquiry, and collaboration; and to use PDSs 
as a system designed to affect teacher quality and student achievement. 
 
Comparing PDS and Traditional Settings 
In comparing traditional student teaching placements in PDS settings, 
Abdal-Haqq (1998) indicates that the PDS literature conveys the impression that 
PDS candidates: 
1. are able to use more varied pedagogical methods and practice; 
(b) are more reflective in their practice; (c) enter the teaching 
field with more knowledge of school routines and activities 
beyond the classroom; (d) exhibit more confidence in their 
knowledge and skills as professionals and experience less 
cultural shock when they become practicing teachers; (e) feel 
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themselves to be better equipped to instruct ethically and 
linguistically diverse students; and (f) have lower attrition rates 
during the first few years of teaching. (p. 16) 
 
Supporting Abdal-Haqq’s impressions of preservice educators, Runyan, 
Sparks, and Sagehorn (2000) used a teachers’ needs assessment questionnaire 
to address developmental-stage differences in teachers and to compare, in a 
way that is typical of many studies, traditional student teachers and PDS interns 
within Pittsburgh State University, Kansas’s program. According to the authors, 
PDS candidates were aware of their need to develop the skills that the authors 
correlate with good teaching—both before and after their field placements. 
Paese (2003) used self-assessment data to compare subsets of a large 
state university’s teacher education programs. The study measured the 
preservice teachers’ sense of efficacy for teachers in general and for themselves 
as individuals. Half of the students were placed in traditional individual 
placements while the other half were placed in a clustered student teaching 
model with more supervision, including more observation and feedback from the 
university, and a school-based supervisor. It was not clear whether the latter was 
truly a PDS. Nonetheless, Paese found that although there were no significant 
differences between the groups upon entering student teaching, upon completion 
of their field placements preservice teachers in the clustered placement PDS 
were significantly more confident of their preparation and had a stronger sense of 
their efficacy—a greater sense that they had a personal impact on student 
learning. 
Sandholtz and Wasserman (2001) make a comparison between two 
subgroups of the same teacher education program, allowing for comparisons of 
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specific programmatic features. They provide a much more detailed description 
of the program characteristics, including many more elements associated with 
PDSs for both groups. In this study, the features of PDSs include year-long 
immersion, on-site courses and seminars, relationships with cooperating 
teachers, and a wide range of comprehensive feedback from multiple sources. 
Sandholtz and Wasserman also used the Teacher Concerns Checklist (George, 
1978), exit interviews, and input from cooperating teachers. They report that PDS 
students had significantly fewer concerns, greater confidence in the area of self-
efficacy, and demonstrably greater ability to have an effect on student learning 
and dealing with student problems. 
Pine, Malloy, Seidman, and Ludlow (2003) compared three types of 
teacher preparation: PDS models, traditional preparation programs in three 
universities in Massachusetts, and a short-term, seven-week alternative program 
run by the state, called the Massachusetts Institute for New Teachers. Drawing 
on survey data from 272 teachers prepared during 2000 and still teaching during 
the 2001–2002 school year, the authors focused on whether the type of 
preparation program in which these teachers were prepared affected how they 
perceived their professional development and their effectiveness as educators. 
The survey data showed clear connections between elements of the PDS and 
significantly higher perceptions of preparation and effectiveness as educators. 
Among the respondents, 68.8% of the PDS respondents rated their program as 
excellent, whereas 16.7% of the non-PDS graduates and 9.4% of the 
Massachusetts Institute for New Teachers graduates rated their programs as 
excellent. 
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In examining teacher attrition rates, Kenreich, Hartzler-Miller, Neapolitan, 
and Wiltz (2004) looked at a district that hires 40% of its teachers from PDSs. In 
2001, the retention rate was 100% for PDS graduates for the first year (34 of 34) 
and 94% in the second year (32 of 34). In contrast, only 85% of non-PDS hires 
remained after one year (45 of 53), and after two years only 25 of 53 remained, 
for a 46% retention rate. Unpublished data from other counties in the same state 
show cohorts of 29 and 40 PDS graduates being hired, with first-year retention 
rates at or near 100% and second-year rates ranging from 79% to 93%. Kalmin, 
Thorton, Otteson, and Rahne (2001) report 90% retention rates over several 
years. 
Brink, Grisham, Laguardia, Granby, and Peck (2001) provide details about 
the benefits provided by PDS preservice teachers. They provide examples that 
include after-school tutoring, increased motivation through integration of the arts, 
and making use of other talents and interests. They also show how actual 
involvement in a PDS has benefited children: better time management skills, 
increased confidence for girls in math, better ability to use problem-solving skills, 
better writing through the use of student journals, and an increased ability to use 
writing in math. 
As a new and innovative design, the PDS proposes to change the teacher 
education process by creating candidates who are lifelong learners, are reflective 
practitioners, and have the ability to meet student needs. According to the 
relevant literature on PDSs, teacher candidates in PDSs are better prepared than 
in traditional venues, as shown by increased preparedness rates, decreased 
attrition rates, and better student outcomes. 
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Simultaneously, a PDS is designed to create a collaborative atmosphere 
between public schools and schools of education. Inquiry, collaboration, and 
reflective practice will serve to increase teacher performance, which in turn leads 
to increased student performance. As outlined in this literature review, a PDS 
stands as an innovative solution to many problems that plague the American 
system of education, and the PDS links two dissimilar organizations to create an 
organization that benefits our greatest resource: children. 
Teitel (2005) states: 
There is a growing recognition of the importance of documenting 
PDS outcomes in credible ways, and an increased use of multiple 
measures and conceptual frameworks that links outcomes with 
processes. These are key aspects of the maturation of the field. 
Although there are still some gaps in data available, perhaps the 
most significant development is that there has been a tremendous 
growth in the body of knowledge about the positive impacts PDSs 
have made on students. This impact has been substantial and 
speaks to the ultimate purposes of professional development 
schools. (p. 38) 
 
More documentation is needed on the perceptions of PDS candidates about the 
benefits of a PDS partnership. 
 
Cultural Changes in Schools 
Collaborative PDS partnerships are designed to foster cultural change—
change in the way teachers perceive themselves and their work. The emerging 
teacher’s voice and identity is a recurring theme (Anderson, 1993; Lythcott & 
Schwartz, 1994; Miller & Silvermail, 1994; Tyack & Cuban, 1995). Equally 
important, according to Osguthorpe et al. (1998): 
The partner school (PDS) concept asks all parties to participate in 
cultural change: to alter their practices and, essentially, to change 
themselves. Such changes are difficult, particularly for those who 
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have not reflected on their current practice sufficiently to 
understand themselves. Some schools may need to generate a 
different kind of school organization, others may not. Colleges and 
schools of education must also become involved in change 
decisions. (p. 120) 
 
The cultural changes of PDSs create organizational structures that 
promote powerful learning for students. Through collaboration, PDSs focus on 
improving the quality of teacher education programs, which in turn leads to 
increased academic achievement among P–12 students. Cobb (2000), in her 
study of a PDS established under the Texas Education Agency, notes that many 
teachers began to change their teaching behaviors as a result of the PDS, and 
that more teachers were open to new ideas and to change in Year 4. 
All three groups, university faculty, public school teachers, and 
preservice teachers, overwhelmingly agreed that the PDS 
preservice teacher preparation was superior to a non-PDS 
program. The students compared themselves to friends who were 
in non-PDS classes and frequently reported that they were more 
confident, knowledgeable, and better equipped for the challenges 
of teaching in diverse settings than their non-PDS counterparts. (p. 
8) 
 
PDSs, according to Cobb, change the culture of a school and document a direct 
relation to improved student achievement and teacher performance as a result of 
the collaborative process. 
According to Million and Ware (1997), the collaborative school can bridge 
many of the existing school-university cultural gaps. Their research, based on 
creating a collaborative school, outlines best practices as a part of constant 
inquiry into teaching and learning. By bridging gaps, the opportunities for 
university faculty contact with school-age youngsters increases, as do 
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opportunities for university faculty members to apply the techniques and theories 
they suggest in their teacher preparation courses. 
Berg (2000), in a study done at the Model Education Center and created 
by San Diego State University and the Cajon Valley School District, proposes 
that a PDS “is the means by which teachers are encouraged to shift from old 
traditions to new ones; from differentiated expectations to the beliefs that all 
students can learn; and from isolation to cooperation” (p. 4). 
In a study of the Master’s of Education in Teaching program at the 
University of Hawaii, Freese (1999) concludes, “By building shared 
understanding about ways to think of one’s practice, preservice teachers and 
university professors can collaboratively explore ways to co-reflect and co-
construct knowledge about teaching and learning with experienced teachers” (p. 
907). This inquiry, knowledge sharing, and reflection is attributed to the changes 
in a school’s culture created by PDSs. 
“Recent school improvement research says the ability of a school’s 
personnel to function as a learning community is a critical factor in enhancing 
school effectiveness” (DuFour, 1997, p. 56). According to DuFour, data 
synthesized between 1990 and 1995 from over 1,500 schools, including field 
research in 44 schools and 16 states, indicates that (a) the traditional tools of 
restructuring did not automatically gain results in student learning, and (b) 
schools that demonstrated increased learning did so due to creating and 
functioning as a professional learning community. Additionally, teachers are 
successful when their school culture is modified and becomes an atmosphere 
that fosters collaborative activity and collective responsibility for student learning. 
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Pritchard and Ancess (1999), commenting on high-quality PDSs, state: 
The success of PDSs relies on developing a culture of learning that 
transcends individual and organizational boundaries. A culture must 
be developed over time; it cannot be imposed or mandated. 
Although there is legislation mandating the development of PDSs, 
legislation can provide the supports for developing the structures of 
PDSs but the development of a culture must be nurtured; it can not 
be dictated. (p. 16) 
 
Fullan (2001a) attributes the change in teachers’ beliefs and habits to 
reculturing. Fullan suggests, “Teachers and principals must work on reculturing 
their schools; administrators must work on reculturing their districts; universities 
must restructure their teaching preparation programs; and states must enforce 
policies of accountability and development” (p. 136). The process of reculturing 
can be linked to PDS goals and to NCATE (2001) standards for development. As 
they are implemented, PDSs change the culture of a school and university, allow 
for a better teacher preparation program for preservice teachers, and incorporate 
best practices that expect rigorous accountability standards. New policies that 
incorporate high standards for all teachers can create large-scale reform, reports 
Fullan (2001b). 
 
Inquiry Into Teaching and Learning as a Part of the PDS 
A PDS must infuse reflective inquiry into teaching and learning for both 
teachers and administrators. In a PDS setting, all teachers and administrators 
engage in research supported by technical assistance. This illustrates Principle 5 
of Tomorrow’s Schools (Holmes Group, 1990): “Thoughtful, long-term inquiry into 
teaching and learning is essential to the professional lives of teachers, 
administrators, and teacher educators. The PDS faculty working as partners will 
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promote reflection and research on practice as a central aspect of the school” (p. 
2). 
It is unfortunate that of the four primary goals of the PDS mission, inquiry 
and student achievement have received the least systematic attention (Berry et 
al., 1996; Saab, Steel, & Shive, 1997; Teitel, 1996; Valli, Cooper, & Frankes, 
1997). According to Abdal-Haqq (1998), “The literature fails to give us little more 
than a sketchy description of P–12 teaching and learning activities” (p. 32). 
Furthermore, Abdal-Haqq says, 
The situation is disquieting for two reasons. First, if children are not 
significantly benefiting from the PDS investment then both children 
and investors are being betrayed. Human and financial resources 
invested in PDSs are squandered if PDS implementers do not at 
least attempt to devise, test, refine, and document curriculum 
practices. Second, if substantive work aimed at enhancing student 
learning is being done in PDSs, positive results of this work can 
buttress arguments that continued investments in PDS schools is 
warranted. If PDS implementers are discovering or confirming 
productive practices and structures, they have a moral obligation to 
disseminate their findings where the results can do the most good. 
(p. 32) 
 
Believing strongly that inquiry provides accountability in teaching and 
learning, Berry and Boles (1998) reviewed surveys from 28 PDSs involved in the 
NCATE standards project, looking for evidence of inquiry. The analysis focused 
on using inquiry in teaching and learning, and the resulting effects on the PDS 
student achievement. Berry and Boles also recognized the developmental 
difference among PDSs. 
Clark (1999) supports Berry and Boles assertions and concludes that 
PDSs should be engaged in collaborative inquiry and innovation regarding school 
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practices and professional education. “In an effective PDS, all teachers learn with 
one another, connected to the daily life of schools and communities” (p. 126). 
 
Collaboration 
Historically, colleges and universities worked together to educate teachers 
in a system of isolation. Public schools needed teachers, and universities needed 
teacher candidates. Though universities engaged in a system of research at 
times, the public school was not a part of the research process to the extent that 
the results would improve schooling. So how can a PDS link two dissimilar 
institutions? 
A PDS, according to Goodlad (1997), proposes to create a new institution 
in which a common focus on renewal of the schools is instituted. Collaboration—
a sharing of ideas and knowledge—is a necessity (Million & Vare, 1997), and 
sharing a purpose and learning from others in a community of learners is the 
overriding mission of the PDS (Kochan, 1998). Though Dixon and Ishler (1992) 
view the PDS as a new institution evolving from a symbiotic and cooperative 
relationship between universities and public schools, setting common goals and 
working on issues that span both institutions is a high priority throughout the 
relationship. Collaboration is the keystone of the professional development model 
(Ball & Rundquist, 1993; Lieberman, 1995). 
According to Darling-Hammond (1994), collaboration between universities 
and schools is challenging because it seeks to reshape fundamental values, 
beliefs, and paradigms of schools and school change while negotiating two 
worlds and inventing new programs.  
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By creating collaborative partnerships, universities and schools share the 
responsibility for school improvement and for preparing teacher candidates. 
Collaboration in a PDS also encourages a shift from old traditions to new ones, 
from a system of isolation to a system of cooperation, and to the belief that all 
students can learn and that instruction must be differentiated in order to create 
better student achievement. 
In creating working relationships in a successful PDS, public school 
teachers and university professors develop working relationships as they work 
collaboratively, tenured faculty provide the theory-oriented component, and the 
clinical faculty provide the bridge between the university and public school faculty 
(Holmes Group, 1995). 
Fountain, Drummond, and Senterfitt (2000) surveyed teachers in the third 
year of a PDS and asked them to name and describe one to three ways the PDS 
had influenced their classroom practice. In analyzing the responses, seven 
themes tied to collaboration and the development of professional norms, 
including collegiality, showed that the creation of a learning community is 
enhanced by the PDS. 
Beck and Kosnik (2002), adopting a policy of heavy involvement in 
practicum supervision by all members of their faculty team, created a 
collaborative program that avoided perceptions about status levels relating to 
clinical and tenured faculty. By using collaboration, the authors found that the 
practicum and campus programs were strengthened, that faculty grew in 
knowledge and the understanding of schooling, and that the school-university 
partnership was strengthened. 
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In a 15-year longitudinal study of a PDS established by San Diego State 
University, Berg (2000) found four lasting PDS dimensions that are important in 
the PDS: collaboration, reflective thinking, risk taking, and continuous learning. 
According to the Penn State University PDS (2003), “Work in a PDS also allows 
for relationships to develop between university faculty and site-based teacher 
educators. By collaborating on topics of mutual interest, university faculty 
members and mentors can learn much about their respective work” (p. 3). 
In discussing Standard III, NCATE (2005) defines the collaboration in a 
PDS as a process in which 
PDS partners and partner institutions systematically move from 
independent to interdependent practice by committing themselves 
and committing to each other to engage in joint work focused on 
implementing the PDS mission.  
 
In sum, a PDS with its collaboration between the school and university 
creates a new institution that enhances student learning, promotes the growth of 
preservice teachers, encourages inquiry and research into educational practice 
and school reform, and inducts novices into the teaching profession (Holmes 
Group, 1990). 
 
Collaborative Inquiry and Reflection 
Goodlad (1994) uses the term partner school rather than PDS. As 
indicated by the research, however, a partner school is in fact a PDS. Reason 
(1988) defines collaborative inquiry as “An attempt to make meaning out of 
human actions through a holistic approach in which individuals work together to 
understand their situation and their roles within it” (p. 104). Osguthorpe et al. 
(1998) state, “Research and inquiry are areas in which traditional roles and the 
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relationships leading to and from them are altered. The partner school is 
becoming an important area in which such alterations can constructively occur” 
(p. 100). 
Collaborative inquiry, according to Osguthorpe et al. (1998) includes the 
following characteristics: 
• the research is accomplished in a natural setting: individuals study an 
environment while immersed in it; 
• the researchers believe in the human instrument: investigators use 
themselves and others as the primary data-gathering instruments; 
• the investigators allow the design of the inquiry to evolve from the 
needs as the study progresses; and 
• the approach fosters excitement in pursuing questions that may be 
unrelated to any of the primary research projects underway in the 
partner school. 
In effective PDSs, collaborative inquiry helps answer questions 
surrounding the school community and implements strategies that increase 
student learning. In discussing inquiry projects, Clark (1999) offers Fairbrook 
Elementary as an example of a PDS that practices pedagogical content inquiry. 
In a refinement unique to Fairbrook, scholars have release time in which to study, 
and district, university, and scholars collaboratively plan the inquiry. This 
collaborative inquiry strengthens both the school renewal process and reflective 
practice, which is essential in creating learning communities and changing the 
school culture. Collaborative inquiry also can be used as an assessment tool. 
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Clark (1999) expects PDSs to “Engage in collaborative inquiry and 
innovation regarding school practices and professional education; that is, they 
should be renewing schools” (p. 92). Partnerships between schools and 
universities, according to Osguthorpe et al. (1998), require that both parties 
participate in inquiry by asking questions, formulating the design, implementing 
the process, analyzing the data, and disseminating the results. The audience for 
partner school inquiry is the entire education community; all parties participate in 
determining focus and practices. This collaborative process, according to the 
literature, is part of the criteria that collaborative inquiry develops—and a 
commitment to collaboration is the second critical attribute of a PDS. 
Collaboration changes instructional methods through intensive and 
substantive interactions focused on new practices toward student learning 
(Gersten, Vaughn, Deshler, & Schiller, 1997; Showers, Joyce, & Bennett, 1987). 
According to Ross, Brownell, Sindelar, and Vandiver (1999), “PDSs provide a 
perfect context for this type of intensive, collaborative work” (p. 223). Isolation 
and discourse, along with mediocrity, are replaced with collaboration and 
dialogue. Incorporating teacher learning into the agenda, the school’s culture is 
modified (Levin, 1997). “Several recent collaborative assessment efforts show 
promise” (Teitel, 1999, p. 16). 
Although there is no current consensus about exactly what a single 
definition of reflection should be, researchers have agreed that it is an ongoing 
process of critically examining past and current practices as a means of 
improving future practice (Loughran, 2002; Valli, 1997). NCATE (2005) uses its 
standards to define inquiry as “practice in the PDS setting between the 
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integration of ongoing professional education and school and student 
improvement” (p. 11). The NCATE standards also link stakeholders and inquiry in 
the PDS as a vehicle for making decisions about how to create the best teachers 
and student results within the PDS environment. 
Valli (1997) advocates inquiry by proposing that teachers and candidates 
can use research, ethical knowledge, and consideration of craft to alter teaching 
behaviors, which may lead to best practices in instruction and pedagogy. Further, 
Valli suggests that teacher education programs that use reflection as a tool allow 
candidates to do their own analysis and to reflectively discover and problem 
solve about what is right and what is wrong within their instruction. 
However, in outlining shortfalls in current teacher education programs, 
Valli (1997) also discusses teachers who are viewed as skilled technicians but 
who are limited in their ability to make good decisions, to alter their actions, or to 
consider the consequences that may arise from their actions. This shows a direct 
link to inquiry, which proposes to engage teachers in reflection throughout their 
lives as continuing learners. Though Valli points out that many teacher education 
programs are based on preparation that emphasizes teacher behaviors and 
skills, Dewey (1910/1933), in How We Think, defines reflective thinking as the 
active, persistent, and careful consideration of and belief or supposed form of 
knowledge. Reflection itself, as defined by Dewey, is a process involving doubt, 
hesitation, perplexity, and mental difficulties, in which thinking originates and a 
process must be convened in order to resolve the doubts. 
In discussing what teacher candidates and mentors are being asked to 
reflect upon, Valli (1997) discusses five distinct orientations within the scope of 
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reflection: technical reflection, reflection in and on action, deliberative reflection, 
personalistic reflection, and critical reflection. As outlined in Table 3, Valli (1997) 
links reflection to ongoing practice due to limitations; none are free from 
limitations and all forms of reflection should be used in combination. Personalistic 
reflection concentrates on a candidate’s own personal growth and his/her 
relationships with students, allowing personal judgment to become a part of the 
reflection. Deliberative reflection encompasses the curriculum, instruction, school 
culture, and political and ethical issues. In this type of reflection, candidates 
would reflect on their personal teaching behaviors and use them to solve issues. 
This type of reflection could allow candidates to use the multiple sources of 
information in a broader sense and to incorporate other veteran teachers’ advice 
into their reflective practice. 
In order to stimulate reflective inquiry and reflection, Taggart and Wilson 
(1998) advocate journal writing, stating: 
Journals provide the reflective practitioner with the means of (a) 
analyzing and reasoning through a dilemma, (b) enhancing 
development and ongoing reflection, (c) promoting growth in 
teaching, (d) systematically working on actions within classroom 
and work contexts, (e) building understanding by writing and 
reflecting on what is learned, (f) practicing reflective inquiry, and (g) 
linking understanding and classroom practice. (p. 91) 
 
This process, according to Parsons (1994), allows teacher candidates to 
capture personal reactions and to reflect on what they do and think, while 
allowing them to formulate and discuss questions. Journals allow students to 
explain a resolution and to concentrate on several of the whys and hows of 
teaching, and it creates an atmosphere in which collaborative inquiry, reflection,  
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Table 3. Types of Reflection 
Type 
 
Content for 
reflection 
 
Advantages Disadvantages 
Technical General instruction 
and management 
behaviors based on 
research on 
teaching 
 
Acquisition of skills 
and methodological 
awareness 
Narrow in scope, 
prescriptive 
matching of 
effective teaching 
Reflection in 
and on action 
Own teaching 
performance 
Interpret concepts, 
contexts, theoretical 
bases, and inform 
classroom practice 
 
Internal criteria is 
primary source; 
scope is instruction 
and management 
Deliberative Curriculum, 
instruction, teacher-
student, school 
culture, political and 
ethical issues 
 
Scope is broad; 
multiple voices 
considered 
Criteria for 
decisions based on 
personal judgment 
Personalistic Own personal 
growth, 
relationships with 
students 
Identity 
development 
examines prior 
experiences; listen 
to own and other 
voices 
 
Narrow scope: 
relational and 
personal fulfillment 
issues 
Critical Social, moral, and 
political dimensions 
of schooling 
Addresses injustice, 
inequality, applies 
criteria to goals and 
processes of 
schooling 
Narrow scope: 
social and political 
issues 
 
Source: Valli (1998) 
 
 
 
and inquiry centered around solving a problem can be used to better educate 
candidates (Abdal-Haqq, 1998). 
Darling-Hammond (1994) discusses seminars and comprehensive 
discussion groups as a reflective source centered around a PDS internship, and 
  
76
 
links this process to action research and inquiry. University and school faculty in 
a PDS facilitate on-site course work prior to the student-teaching component. 
Many other activities, such as lesson planning and study units, curriculum and 
textbook analysis, and other studies, can be used as part of the discussion 
relating to the instructional, educational, and moral choices candidates are 
making (Valli, 1997). 
Rock and Levin (2002) studied collaborative action research in a PDS, 
using a qualitative study associated with the University of North Carolina, 
Greensboro. The process of action research engaged by them included (a) 
identification of a problem, (b) creation of a plan of action, (c) data collection 
centered around the action’s effects, (d) reflection centered on the results, and 
(e) creation of an action plan based on learned outcomes. Further, Rock and 
Levin (2002) reveal that action research can be viewed as a systematic way for 
teacher candidates to improve practices grounded in theories and research. 
Their research shows that preservice teachers in the PDS clarified their personal 
theories, gained a sense of themselves, and developed an appreciation of the 
inquiry process as a part of being a professional instructor (p. 8). 
A review of literature indicates that the PDS model, a collaboration 
between universities and public schools, has five main goals: 
1. to maximize student learning; 
2. to enhance the professional education of novice and veteran 
teachers; 
3. to support professional teaching practice; 
4. to enhance the education of novice and veteran teachers; and 
5. to encourage and develop inquiry related to educational practice. 
(Levine, 1992, p.2) 
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Teitel (2005) states: 
 
There is a growing recognition of the importance of documenting 
PDS outcomes in credible ways, and an increased use of multiple 
measures and conceptual frameworks that link outcomes with 
processes. Although there are still some gaps in data available, 
perhaps the most significant development is that there has been a 
tremendous growth in the body of knowledge about the positive 
impact PDSs have made on students. This impact has been 
substantial and speaks to the ultimate purpose of professional 
development schools. (p. 38) 
 
NCATE (2005) provides standards that are nationally recognized 
benchmarks for PDSs, and Teitel (2005) proposes that these standards are 
critical for more comparable documentation of impacts. The standards, as 
proposed by NCATE (2005), can be used to assess where a PDS is in the 
development process and what procedures a successful PDS has implemented. 
Darling-Hammond (1995) accepts PDSs as a way to “provide an opportunity to 
link theory and practice and transform the ways teachers enter and experience 
the teaching profession” (p. 598). 
Finally, Teitel (2005) offers recommendations for further work: 
2. Use the PDS standards. The existence of a nationally recognized set 
of benchmarks for PDSs is not just valuable for developing and improving 
PDSs; it is critical for more widely accepted and more comparable 
documentation of impacts. 
3. Use the conceptual frameworks and keep the ultimate focus of student 
learning. Making logical connections between PDS processes and 
outcomes is a vital part of any documentation. 
4. Keep a focus on how PDSs transform schools and universities into 
incubators of innovation. The whole is more that the sum of parts in a 
PDS; documentation reports should tell the transformation story, even as 
they keep a focus on outcomes. 
5. Consider audience and purpose when conducting a PDS assessment, 
thinking strategically about the range of qualitative and quantitative 
outcome measures that might be best suited for each audience and each 
purpose. 
6. Draw more broadly on other assessment ideas and approaches, from 
other related fields. (p. 61) 
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Limitations of a PDS 
Ross et al. (1999), in discussing PDS development efforts, conclude: 
The literature about PDS development efforts to date clearly 
demonstrates institutional and structural barriers to change. These 
descriptions confirm that the PDS effort at this point has failed to 
achieve second-order change. As significant as these structural 
barriers are, however, the literature also reveals that a lack of 
attention to the knowledge and support people need to initiate and 
sustain the substantive changes in instruction urged in the PDS 
literature. Perhaps, herein, lies the crux of the problem. Although 
the scope and magnitude of the required changes are extensive, 
few concrete guidelines have been provided to assist schools and 
universities in making changes or developing the structures to 
support them. Clearly, professionals involved in PDS work need 
more specific guidelines for improving teaching and learning, 
engaging in practical inquiry, and supporting these collaborative 
endeavors. (p. 3) 
 
A discussion of factors limiting PDSs appears relevant and appropriate: 
1. Field experiences, a key component of PDSs, tend to be longer and 
more time consuming; programs are most likely to involve postbaccalaureate 
internships. This extra time may be burdensome to students who must begin 
generating income (Abdal-Haqq, 1999). 
2. PDSs, with their increased admissions criteria, may reduce minority-
group admittance (Abdal-Haqq, 1999). 
3. The ability of a PDS to bring about change in the lives of disadvantaged 
students may be limited (Lawson, 1990). 
4. Second-generation partnerships that build upon the need for community 
collaboration and professional practice may be necessary in order to involve 
families and communities as partners (Lawson, 1990). 
5. Minimal or nonexistent feedback loops may provide little opportunity to 
either inform or modify PDS components (Hinkle, 1997). Specifically, Williams 
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(1996) reports that the PDS at Indiana State University was still susceptible to 
homeostatic forces—forces that maintain the status quo and are more powerful 
than the forces for innovation. Further, if the structures weaken before an 
innovation becomes institutionalized, the homeostatic forces move the 
organization back to prior operating conditions with little or no evidence that the 
innovation ever existed. Joyce et al. (1983) suggest that “conditions need to be 
created in which organizational stability actually depends on the continuous 
process of school restructuring. Institutionalization must be addressed 
simultaneously with other stages of development” (p. 2). 
Dolly and Oda (1997) elaborate on the paucity of research data: 
The failure to recognize the complexity of the PDS and its role in 
university research may undermine its promise. Educators are 
moving toward developing something they want to call a PDS, but 
they may not really know what is involved or the level of 
commitment needed. One major problem in the field of education in 
the United States has been our unwillingness to clearly define what 
we mean by a PDS. Until we do this, it will be very difficult to create 
either a literature or research framework to support its 
implementation. (p. 2) 
 
Ross et al. (1999) postulate that the three structural barriers most 
common in PDS literature are time, rewards, and resources. Ross et al. 
conclude: 
When initiating PDSs, schools and universities probably have been naïve 
about the time required. They entered PDS collaborations without 
knowledge about the need to restructure. However, we have been working 
towards establishing PDSs for long enough that this should no longer be 
happening. (p. 3) 
 
However, the researcher notes that many successful PDSs that have overcome 
the time barrier and the restructuring barriers are not adequately portrayed in the 
relevant literature. 
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Ross et al. (1999) state, 
 
The rewards for P–12 faculty are different from rewards for university 
faculty. For P–12 rewards include time to do the work and clear evidence 
that their efforts are benefiting children. P–12 faculty derive satisfaction 
from positive experiences with children and from a sense of independence 
in creating a positive experience for children. (p. 210) 
 
Commenting on the rewards for university faculty, Ross et al. (1999) 
continue, 
For the university faculty, the reward structure communicates the priorities 
of the university. Unfortunately, the reward structure of most universities 
emphasizes productivity defined largely as “self-determined scholarly 
work.” Scholars are those whose work looks like that of their colleagues in 
liberal arts and sciences. This definition of research rewards individual 
initiative, hardly a match with collaborative work in PDSs. Thus, the 
university reward structure not only fails to reward but actively discourages 
PDS work. (p. 3) 
 
For this research study the literature as discussed shows that PDSs must 
be supported with time, rewards, and adequate resources. Many current PDSs 
are at different stages; however, according to the literature their underlying goals 
are in most cases similar. Fullan (1998) notes, “Most PDSs begin with few 
additional resources” (p. 5). Ross et al. (1999) state that “although the PDS 
problem may be inadequate resources, it is important to consider the possibility 
that the problem is resource priorities that have not been reexamined as part of 
the call for PDS initiatives” (p. 3). 
 
Benefits of a PDS 
According to Clark (1999), the PDS has inherent benefits: it integrates 
resources, focuses on the core practices of teaching and learning, provides for 
quality control and accountability mechanisms, and contains provisions for 
reflective inquiry. Clark enumerates the following benefits of PDSs: 
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• Students enrolled in PDSs perform better than other students on 
common measures of student learning in basic subjects such as 
language arts and mathematics. 
• Teachers prepared in PDSs are better able to elicit student learning 
than those assigned traditional internships. 
• Teachers prepared in PDSs are more familiar with the practices 
required in today’s schools than those who obtain clinical experiences 
in other ways. 
• Professional development conducted by PDSs is more closely 
integrated with preservice education, and teachers perceive that 
professional development is more valuable than that obtained in 
traditional ways. 
• Administrators report that they prefer to hire teachers whose clinical 
training occurred in a PDS. 
• Teacher associations believe that PDSs contribute to the enhancement 
of the profession. 
• Universities benefit from teachers who are prepared in PDSs because 
these teacher help enable students to perform more successfully at the 
university level, and universities benefit from PDSs because they 
generate tuition and fees in connection with preservice and 
professional development course work completed in the PDS. 
• Local school districts benefit from PDSs because they reduce 
recruiting costs, retraining costs, legal fees, and professional 
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development needs, and PDSs are useful sources of research 
information concerning the quality of new programs. 
• Teachers working in PDSs are more likely to pursue graduate study to 
enhance their skills as teachers and mentors of teachers. 
• Students in PDSs experience more hours of adult attention than do 
similar students in other schools. 
• Veteran teachers and new teachers in PDSs exhibit more reflective 
practice than do teachers in other schools or other kinds of clinical 
experiences. 
• New teachers prepared in PDSs assume leadership roles among their 
peers more quickly than other teachers prepared in other ways. 
• The university usually views itself as having a substantial responsibility 
to the community. Service to P–12 schools discharges part of such 
responsibility. 
• Better teachers make better schools. 
• PDSs help businesses secure better workers, because the students in 
the schools are better educated, thanks to the teachers who were 
prepared in PDSs.  
• Schools can gain prestige from university connections, instructional 
and curricular resources from collaborations, the improvement of 
university image through outreach activities, and research 
development funds that may be available. (Clark, 1999, p. 4) 
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Teitel (1999) describes PDSs as places where historical tensions between 
schools and universities can be resolved. PDSs can find creative ways to bridge 
the gap and avoid theory-practice dichotomy. Million and Ware (1997) examined 
the synthesis of school and university cultures and found that PDSs bridge many 
of the cultural gaps between schools and universities and expand the 
opportunities for university faculty to connect with school-age youngsters while 
also preserving time for analytical scholarship and reflection. Further, PDSs 
provide university faculty members with opportunities to apply theories and 
techniques to advance teacher preparation courses, and they provide a teacher-
education setting in which constant inquiry into the features of best practice is 
standard. 
According to Million and Ware (1997): 
The collaborative school provides opportunities for developing 
theory through the analysis of practice and for developing practice 
through the application of theory. In other words, the collaborative 
school serves as a living model of pedagogical theory and practice 
subject to constant inquiry and reform. Not only can graduate 
students study the theories of teaching and learning in the 
collaborative school, but they can teach, observe others, and 
conduct meaningful research under the supervision of exemplary 
school personnel. (p. 5) 
 
Levin and Churins (1999) assert that PDSs are particularly well aligned 
with the prevailing vision of teaching and learning and with current education 
policy. PDSs are standards-bearing institutions that not only incorporate 
professional standards for teachers but also maintain high expectations for 
students, often those most in need. Teacher candidates in PDSs develop the 
knowledge and skills needed to teach all children. At the heart of the PDS model 
is a vision of teaching as a profession grounded in a knowledge base, collegial 
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and inquiry oriented (and a reciprocal view of learning that stresses deep 
understanding). 
The University of Kentucky’s (2000) PDS initiative is embedded in the 
teaching profession. Its PDS sites are designated as part of the field/clinical 
network, and the faculty views the PDS as a way to strengthen collaboration with 
school partners. Its PDSs foster a sense of inquiry and reflection and embrace 
diversity and exhibit a spirit of inclusiveness. Similarly, the University of Kentucky 
enumerates the benefits of the PDS, including (a) conducting research on issues 
related to teaching and learning; (b) engaging members of the broader 
community in related issues; (c) advocating teacher quality; (d) strengthening 
collaboration with faculty who work in related fields on other campuses at other 
universities; and (e) enhancing articulation vertically (across grades) and 
horizontally (within and across schools and with higher education). 
For the purposes of this study, the PDS at Lincoln Elementary School will 
be viewed in terms of adequate yearly progress scores based on the 
Pennsylvania State System of School Assessment (PSSA). This assessment is 
used to measure students’ attainment of the academic standards while also 
determining the degree to which school programs enable students to attain 
proficiency in the standards. Therefore, as a program designed to increase 
student knowledge and create better teachers, adequate yearly progress as 
reflected in the implementation of the PDS needs to be indicated, and for this 
study the researcher will purposely show a correlation between the two as a 
benefit. 
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It appears that the benefits of PDSs and their form of school-university 
collaboration outweigh the limitations. PDSs are schools, and as such they can 
become resistant to change (Fullan, 1995) and need to document their impact. 
Teitel (2000) adds, 
Good impact documentation needs to be carefully conceptualized and 
focused on products as well as processes. It needs to be well 
implemented and use a variety of outcome measures. High-quality impact 
documentation will allow insiders to improve what they are doing, even as 
it helps all stakeholders assess, well beyond a leap of faith, whether all the 
effort that goes into starting and sustaining a PDS is worth it. (p. 17) 
 
The Context of Reform 
Many aspects of reform can be linked to the current literature reviews, 
which advocate organization and structure, teaching and learning, and good 
teacher education. Fullan (2001b) acknowledges that the choice is between 
restructuring schools and changing the core curriculum. He continues, “Some 
argue that restructuring schools is the only answer, while others decry that this 
too is a pipe dream diverting our attention from the core curriculum changes that 
are desperately needed” (p. 3). Regardless, it can be argued that reform and 
change within schools is not new; rather, a strategy to promote change has 
become an issue of reform. Reform means more than using the latest policies; it 
includes cultural changes in schools, universities, communities, and districts. In 
order to promote change, the results must be visible across a wide, fundamental 
area within a school. The researcher notes that PDSs seek to implement 
collaboration in order to promote systemic change and school improvement. 
A major reform goal requires improving teacher education and 
instructional quality. Pritchard and Ancess (1999) argue that teachers and 
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teacher educators in PDS settings become “infinitely skilled teachers.” These 
teachers reflect about their practice, collaborate and learn from others, and 
become involved in continuous inquiry about their practice. The PDS advocacy 
literature, as proposed by Pritchard and Ancess, emphasizes that, “PDS teacher 
education programs are designed to promote and develop these characteristics 
in prospective teachers” (p. 2). 
“Reforming the public schools has been a favorite way of improving 
education and society,” report Tyack and Cuban (1995, p. 1). These authors 
argue that educational reform means planned efforts to change schools, aimed at 
correcting perceived social and educational problems. This, of course, is related 
to recent reforms, which were flawed and unable to keep pace with societal 
changes. According to Tyack and Cuban, change in the daily interactions of 
students and teachers is the hardest to achieve and yet is the most important. 
Though they are not pessimistic, they believe that change is both difficult and 
essential. Tyack and Cuban argue that the key to the reform agenda is devising 
plausible policies for improving schooling. 
In commenting on the broad history of change, Fullan (2001b) writes, “We 
have learned over the past decade that the process of educational reform is 
much more complex than had been anticipated. Even apparent successes have 
fundamental flaws” (p. 17). Fullan believes that change in schools takes time and 
that schools themselves require different timelines in order to effect change. 
Fullan (2001b) also points out three change problems: (a) the lengthy timelines 
required for change; (b) the small number of successes; and (c) although it may 
  
87
 
require three, six, or eight years of hard work to produce change, the results are 
fragile and can be undone almost overnight. 
Fullan (2001b) proposes that: 
The main reason change fails to occur in the first place on any scale, and 
does not get sustained when it does, is that the infrastructure is weak, 
unhelpful, or working at cross purposes. A teacher cannot sustain change 
if he or she is working in a negative school culture; a school can initiate 
and implement successful change, but cannot sustain it if it is operating in 
a less than helpful district; a district cannot keep going if it works in a 
state, which is not helping to sustain reform. (p. 18) 
 
Based on the above-stated context of reform, the literature review, and 
research on PDS schools as a new development model, it can be argued that 
change is an ongoing process, one that requires looking at the past, evaluating 
what has worked, and carefully documenting results. For change to work in 
schools, initiated programs must work at all levels. When evaluating PDSs as an 
educational innovation, the research clearly states that their worth can only be 
determined if participants can document results and, in the collaborative spirit, 
generalize and extend those results to other PDS sites. 
 
Survey Item Correlation 
In a PDS, collaboration is necessary to provide avenues for research into 
teaching and learning and the training of teacher candidates. The literature 
review indicates that collaboration in a PDS is ongoing in order to create an 
atmosphere designed to promote inquiry into teaching and learning. 
In order to understand where each survey question relates to the literature 
review, the survey item correlation (Table 4) indicates the survey question and  
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Table 4. Survey Item Correlation 
Survey/ 
Question # 
Literature Review Research Question # 
1 Teitel,1996; Teitel & Abdal-Haqq, 2000; 
Goodlad, 1998; Berry, Boles, Nissenholtz, 
Trachtman, & Edens, 1998; Holmes 
Group, 1990; Levine, 1992 
 
Extending 
2 Darling-Hammond, 1994; Darling 
Hammond,1996; NCATE, 2005; Fullan, 
1995; Hecht, Bland, Schoon, Boschert, 
1996; Goodlad, 1990; Smith, 1992; Abdal-
Haqq, 1996; Levine, 1996, Stallings, 1995 
 
Extending 1,2, 4, 5, 
8, 9 
3 Goodlad, 1993; Allen-Haynes, 1993; 
Levine, 1999; Clark, 1999; Holmes Group, 
1990 
 
Extending  
4 Marzano 2003; Smith, 1992; Carnegie 
Forum,1986; Goodlad, 1990; Holmes 
Group, 1986, 1990; Allen-Haynes, 1993; 
Byrd & McIntyre, 1999 
 
Extending 
5 Holmes Group, 2004; Teitel, 2001; 
NCATE, 2001; NCATE, 2005; Harris & 
Harris, 1995 
 
Extending 
6 Harris and Harris, 1995; NCATE, 2005; 
Stallings & Kowalski, 1990; Hecht, Bland, 
Schoon, Boschert, 1996; Smith, 1992; 
Goodlad, 1993; Harris & Harris, 1995 
 
2, 4, 6, 8 
7 Teitel, 2005, Abdal-Haqq, 1998; Runyan, 
Sparks, Sagehorn, 2000; Sandholtz & 
Wasserman, 2001 
 
Extending 
8 Byrd & McIntyre 1999; Levine & Churins, 
1999 
 
Extending 4, 8,10, 
14,15 
9 Allen-Haynes, 1993; Smith, 1992; Teitel, 
2001; Levine, 2002; NCATE, 2005; 
Goodlad, 1993; Harris & Harris, 1995; 
Levine, 1997; Holmes Group, 2005 
 
1, 2, 4, 6, 8 
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Table 4 (continued) 
Survey/ 
Question # 
Literature Review Research Question # 
10 Castle, et.al, 2004; Holmes Partnership, 
1996; Osguthorpe, et. al, 1999 
Extending 
11 Holmes Group, 1990; Clark, 1999; 
Kochan, 1998 
 
Extending 
12 Teitel, 2000; Valli, Cooper & Frankes, 
1997; Abdal-Haqq, 1999; Ayers, 1995; 
Lipman, 1997 
 
Extending 
13 Brink, Grisham, Laguardia, Granby, and 
Peck, 2001 
 
Extending 
14 Million & Vare, 1997; Kochan, 1998; Ball & 
Rundquist, 1993; Lieberman, 1995; 
Darling-Hammond, 1994; Holmes Group, 
1995; Million & Vare, 1997; Cooksey & 
York, 1999; Fountain, Drummond & 
Senterfitt, 2000; Berg, 2000; NCATE, 
2005; Holmes Group, 1990; Reason, 
1988; Clark, 1999; Ross, Brown, Sindelar 
& Vandiver, 1999; Teitel, 1999 
 
Extending 4, 6, 8 
15 Parsons, 1994; Abdal-Haqq, 1998; Valli, 
1997; Rock & Levin, 2002; Teitel, 2005 
 
14, 15 
16 Teitel, 2001; Clark, 1999; Million & Ware, 
1997; NCATE, 2001/2005; Holmes Group, 
1986; Murray, 1996; Harris & Harris, 1995; 
Allen-Haynes, 1993; Holmes Partnership, 
2001; Holmes Group, 1990; Goodlad, 
1990; Byrd & McIntyre, 1999; Teitel, 2001 
 
Extending 1, 2, 4, 5, 
6, 8, 9, 12, 14 
 
 
 
the part of the literature review the researcher used to develop and formulate 
each question. 
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Summary 
Professional development schools emerge as a vehicle for the renewal of 
schools and teacher education. PDSs create effective collaborative 
environments; schools and universities focus their efforts on improving student 
learning by connecting universities and public schools. PDSs evolve 
developmentally. A PDS changes the culture of the school and allows for 
collaboration and inquiry into teaching and learning, and it promotes best 
practices that are researched and documented. A PDS partnership connects 
teacher preparation, student learning, and professional development. 
Although there are studies indicating the positive benefits of a PDS, more 
research is needed to provide documentation about teachers’ and teacher 
candidates’ perceptions of a PDS. A major goal of the present project is to bridge 
this lacuna with documented observation and figures, and to add to the body of 
knowledge centered on PDSs. Further, it is important to note, as this research 
discusses, that a PDS creates changes in a school as the PDS grows in its 
implementation; these changes, commented on by many authors, may lead to 
educational reform and increased student achievement. 
Teitel (2001b) calls for more research showing the positive impacts of a 
PDS. PDSs seek to benefit children by creating educational change within the 
classroom, where the positive impacts mean the most. The changes that a PDS 
proposes—the renewal of university and public schools—will ultimately create 
better P–12 student performance. 
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CHAPTER 3: METHODOLOGY 
The purpose of this study was to explore teacher perceptions of a PDS 
program operated by East Stroudsburg University, to understand how the PDS 
model has changed the culture and the behaviors of the faculty. Observing the 
changes attributed to the PDS model was the second inquiry question. 
In order to answer both questions, a quantitative method using an online 
survey with a Likert-type scale was necessary, to provide a numeric description. 
In addition, a qualitative survey, which requires subjects to focus on their 
experiences in the PDS, was used to gather data that is relevant but not a part of 
the quantitative method. 
This study did not rely solely on a quantitative method because, as 
Anderson (1994) suggests in discussing educational research, a qualitative 
approach allows for the phenomena being studied to be observed with an 
emphasis on the dynamic interaction of people and events. Merriam (1998), in 
discussing internal validity, discusses the correlation between reality and the 
findings of the study: “Reality is not a single and fixed objective phenomena 
waiting to be discovered, observed, and measured, but is multidimensional, 
holistic, and ever changing” (p. 203). 
Creswell (1994) proposes that it is advantageous for a researcher to 
combine methods to better understand the phenomena or concept being tested 
or explored. Quantitative research is now being used in conjunction with 
qualitative research methods to fully interpret a situation. The two are so 
intertwined that a study of quantitative research is nearly impossible without 
referring to both qualitative and quantitative methods. Because one primary goal 
  
92
 
of research is to achieve understanding, models that approximate truth and 
reality need to be incorporated. This poses serious challenges to the social 
science researcher, because truth and reality tend to be socially constructed. “In 
other words, what is meaningful, true, and real to one in some situations may not 
be so for others” (Custer, 1996, p. 2). 
In discussing the inherent differences between qualitative and quantitative 
research, Lincoln and Guba (1985) have identified one alternative set of criteria 
that corresponds to those typically employed to judge quantitative work (Table 5). 
 
 
 
Table 5. Comparison of Criteria for Judging the Quality of Quantitative Versus 
Qualitative Research 
Quantitative (conventional terms) Qualitative (naturalistic terms) 
Internal validity Credibility 
External validity Transferability 
Reliability Dependability 
Objectivity Conformability 
 
Source: Lincoln and Guba (1985) 
 
 
 
Merriam (1998) offers three qualitative research characteristics that apply 
to the present study: 
1. the researcher is the primary instrument for data collection; 
2. an interest in the meaning is embedded in participant experiences; 
and 
3. fieldwork is done at a site in order to observe behavior in its natural 
setting. (p. 7) 
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Merriam (1998) discusses the five types of qualitative research commonly 
found in educational studies: generic, ethnography, phenomenology, grounded 
theory, and case study. She clearly differentiates between quantitative and 
qualitative approaches to case study, coding, sorting, and triangulation, and 
carefully demonstrates how to approach some of the major issues of case study 
research, including how to select the case that is most likely to result in maximum 
data collection, how to generalize what is learned from one case to another, and 
how to interpret what is learned. She does this with plausible examples drawing 
from her research in adult education. 
Yin (1994) integrates theoretical concerns into case studies, showing how 
theory can shape the study. This is important because case studies, though 
limited, are a recognized part of qualitative research and may incorporate various 
data analysis strategies, including the constant comparative method of Glaser 
and Strauss (1967), ethnographic analysis, narrative analysis, phenomenological 
analysis, and analytic induction. 
For the quantitative aspect of this study, a Likert-type online questionnaire 
was used to provide a numeric description of some limited factors in the ESU 
PDS. Gay and Airasian (1999) state: 
Whereas quantitative research is positivist in its outlook, qualitative 
research has a non-positivist perspective; this theory holds the view that 
the world itself is made up of different people with different perspectives 
and therefore, has many different meanings and contexts. While 
quantitative researchers work mostly with numerical data, qualitative 
researchers use mainly non-numerical data such as observations, 
interviews, and other more discursive sources of information. (p. 15) 
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Quantitative research is useful for measuring both attitudes and behavior, 
and it may be used to determine the beliefs and preferences of a specific 
population as well. There are some features of quantitative research that are 
inherently necessary for a quantitative approach. A quantitative researcher, 
according to Gay and Airasian (1999), must 
1. state both the hypothesis studied and the research procedures that 
will be implemented prior to conducting the study, 
2. maintain control over contextual factors that might interfere with the 
data collected, 
3. use large enough samples of participants to provide statistically 
meaningful data, and 
4. employ data analyses that rely on statistical procedures. (p. 22) 
 
In using both qualitative and quantitative data in this study, the researcher 
believes that qualitative data is appropriate to answer certain questions whereas 
quantitative data is appropriate for others. Within this study a combination of the 
two methods has been employed to ensure that the study is accurate. 
Merriam (1998) offers the researcher several techniques that can be used 
to ensure the dependability of research results and that are applied throughout 
this study: 
1. Triangulation: This research design applies methods that tap multiple 
data types and sources. Semistructured interviews, field notes, observations, and 
survey results are the sources of data. By using a method of triangulation, 
patterns and relationships are identified (see Figure 2). 
2. The researcher’s position: The researcher explains the questions and 
assumptions in the study, the outcomes, and where further research may be 
necessary. 
 
  
95
 
Survey of Personnel in the PDS 
  
 
 
 
  
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 2. Research design. By using a method of triangulation, patterns and 
relationships are identified. 
 
 
 
3. Audit trail: During the research, the investigator described in detail the 
data collection methods and results, how categories on Likert scales and 
qualitative observations were used, and how decisions and reflections were 
made throughout the research. Also, analytic memos, brief notes which will be 
OBSERVABLE 
PATTERNS
Observations 
Survey Results 
Semi structured interviews and 
field notes 
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employed during the coding and construction of data to summarize the 
interpretations or analysis of the data, will be integrated into the audit trail. 
In discussing internal validity, Merriam (1998) states that generalizability of 
the study requires reframing the concept being studied to reflect the underlying 
assumptions. She offers strategies that can be used to enhance internal validity; 
however, the researcher provides a detailed description of the study and its 
context to enable readers to make comparisons. First, by using the NCATE 
(2005) standards to describe the PDS site, the researcher used a body of 
knowledge that was created, according to the PDS community and NCATE, to 
be: 
 
Data driven: PDS standards were developed and field-tested by PDS 
participants. They were revised on the basis of data collected during the 
three-year field test. 
 
Developmental: The standards acknowledge that PDSs go through 
several stages of development. Developmental guidelines accompany the 
PDS standards, with examples of how each standard would be 
represented at four different stages of development. 
 
Focused on unique nature of PDS work: The PDS standards acknowledge 
the unique nature of PDS work. Student achievement is key in each of the 
standards. Professional preparation and development occur in the context 
of meeting students’ needs. (p. 2) 
 
Second, the researcher, as previously stated, provides a detailed 
description of the study’s context to make comparisons possible for future 
research. 
Using the research questions, literature review, and theoretical framework 
to focus the study, the researcher began by asking, What is occurring in this PDS 
and what are the perceptions of the school faculty, administrator, and teacher 
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candidates, and how do you measure them? Both quantitative and qualitative 
data were used to categorize, interpret, and explain the perceptions of the PDS. 
 
Research Design 
Within the study, quantitative research utilized a survey to provide numeric 
descriptions of the perceptions of the PDS population. Teacher candidates, in-
service teachers, PDS coordinator, and administrator perceptions will be 
examined as part of the quantitative survey. Unique to this survey, a Likert-type 
scale as well as some qualitative, free-response questions will allow participants 
to express their perceptions of the PDS in their own words. Gall, Borge, and Gall 
(1996) suggest that “skilled interviewers can follow up a respondent’s answers to 
obtain more information and clarify any vague statements” (p. 290). 
Because this study used two methods of research, a qualitative approach 
was used to gather data that may not be readily accessible through the survey 
design. Anderson (1994) states that in educational research a qualitative 
approach allows for the phenomena to be studied in a context in which the 
dynamic interactions of events and people can be investigated and observed. 
Using a qualitative design, the researcher sought to allow participants to describe 
their roles and perceptions of the PDS. This is important because, as Creswell 
(1994) suggests, “It is an advantage for a researcher to combine methods 
(qualitative and quantitative) to better understand a concept being tested or 
explored” (p. 10). 
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Interviews were conducted with the building administrator, the PDS 
coordinator, two preservice teacher candidates, and two in-service teachers who 
are all a part of the ESU PDS. 
 
The Interview Protocol 
As part of the research, after a review of the literature, McCracken’s 
(1988) long interview was used in the study (Appendix B). By using the four 
stages of the long interview (Figure 3) the researcher uses a qualitative analysis 
in order to review and deconstruct the scholarly literature (p. 31). According to 
McCracken, literature reviews, the first step in the process, are “a kind of 
qualitative analysis which is a review and deconstruction of the scholarly 
literature” (p. 31). The literature (a) helps define the problems to be studied, (b) 
helps assess data, and (c) aids in the construction of interview questions. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 3. The long interview (McCracken, 1988). 
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In step two, McCracken (1988) identifies self-examination, in which the 
researcher lists and examines assumptions, incidents, and associations that 
surround the topic of investigation. This review is designed to distance the 
investigator. Further, McCracken states, 
Only by knowing the cultural categories and configurations that the 
investigator uses to understand the world is he or she in a position 
to root these out of the terra firma of familiar expectation. This 
clearer understanding of one’s vision of the world permits a critical 
distance from it . . . The investigator’s experiences and biases are 
the very stuff of understanding and explication. (p. 39) 
 
The review also helps identify cultural categories and relationships that 
become the basis of question formation, and it prepares the investigator for the 
“rummaging” that will occur during data analysis. 
In developing a questionnaire, the third step, the investigator uses the 
questionnaire as a travel itinerary in order to navigate his or her journey. This is 
important, of course, because the investigator can only predict what may or may 
not happen. According to McCracken (1988), the questionnaire establishes a 
clear sense of the direction of the journey and the ground it eventually will cover. 
Finally, the analysis of the data takes place. This process, the final and 
most demanding phase, is a reconstruction of what the literature says ought to 
be. McCracken (1988) states: 
The object of analysis is to determine the categories, relationships, 
and assumptions that inform the respondent’s view of the world in 
general and the topic in particular. The investigator comes to this 
undertaking with a sense of what the literature says ought to be 
there, a sense of how the topic at issue is constituted in his or her 
own experience, and a glancing sense of what took place in the 
interview itself. The investigator must be prepared to use all of this 
material as a guide to what exists there, but he or she must also be 
prepared to ignore all of this material to see what none of it 
anticipates. If the full powers of discovery inherent in the qualitative 
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interview are to be fully exploited, the investigator must be prepared 
to glimpse and systematically reconstruct a view of the world that 
bears no relation to his or her own view or the one evident in the 
literature. (p. 42) 
 
The long interview, with its processes, allows us to see the patterns that are 
important in qualitative research and allows the researcher to see fuller social 
cultural contexts in education and gain a clearer understanding of them. 
 
Research Questions 
As a part of completing this study of a PDS, the researcher proposed to 
answer the following research question: Has the PDS changed the culture and 
behavior of the faculty? In addition, the following subquestion was addressed: 
What are the observable changes attributed to the ESU PDS model? 
 
Instrumentation 
This research study employed qualitative data from open-ended questions 
and interviews and quantitative data derived from a Likert-type survey. In this 
research, the survey and the open-ended questions provided the participants in 
the PDS with two equal opportunities to give their perceptions of what is 
occurring in the PDS and why. 
Using the definition of a PDS found in the literature review, and using 
NCATE (2005) standards (Appendix A), the researcher created a survey that 
utilizes questions about collaboration, assessment, research, and teacher-
candidate development. The researcher grouped the questions into four 
categories and respondents were then asked (a) to identify significant roles and 
experiences of the ESU PDS, (b) to examine their perceptions of being 
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associated with the ESU PDS, and (c) to determine at what level, according to 
the NCATE standards, the PDS was operating. The fourth group of questions, 
being open-ended in nature, allowed respondents to evaluate the school based 
on their perceptions and the ongoing collaboration as a part of the PDS. This, 
according to the researcher, is important to understand what is going on in the 
PDS and what changes can be attributed to this PDS model. 
To ensure content validity, the researcher made revisions to questions 
after the pilot study, which employed a Likert-type scale. 
 
Data Collection 
After a review by the Drexel institutional review board and the doctoral 
committee, the researcher contacted the superintendent of the Bethlehem Area 
School District to conduct a Likert-type survey of the Lincoln Elementary staff. 
The online link to the survey was provided to the administrator and teachers via 
e-mail. Each teacher candidate and in-service teacher, as well as the PDS 
coordinator and the building administrator, was asked to complete the survey. 
The total number of staff participating in the survey was 36, which included 
teachers, PDS candidates, and the PDS coordinator at the site. Results from the 
survey were collected online rather than by pen-and-paper methodology. 
Next, the PDS coordinator and building principal were contacted to 
schedule 1-hour interviews. The interviews, conducted at the PDS site, occurred 
after the online surveys were completed. This interview process allowed 
participants to reflect on their collaboration, the inquiry process, and the overall 
benefits of the ESU PDS. Finally, using a table of random numbers, two PDS 
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teacher candidates and two PDS in-service teachers were chosen for the 
focused 1-hour interviews. After the interviews, each interviewee was given a 
copy of their responses along with the questions again and was encouraged to 
make any changes to their responses they wished. However, they were 
instructed that the changes they made would not affect their original responses to 
the questions or change their results. At all times during the online survey and 
the focused interview process all respondents remained anonymous. At no time 
during the data collection were respondents identified, and all data was 
confidential and viewed only by the researcher. 
 
Internal and External Validity 
In discussing external validity, Merriam (1998) discusses generalizability 
as a process that requires reframing the concepts to reflect the underlying 
assumptions in qualitative inquiry. Yin (1994) points out that generalization of 
results, from either single or multiple designs, is made to theory and not to 
populations. It is the responsibility of the researcher to provide enough of a 
detailed description of the study’s context to enable him or her to make a 
possible comparison. For this study, the researcher provided a detailed 
description in order to help relate the study to the characteristics of the setting 
that are observed. 
Within this study, the researcher proposed to support two criteria that 
relate directly to the study and the literature review. First, the ESU PDS was 
chosen because, using NCATE (2001) standards, the goal is to identify where 
the PDS is in its developmental process, as a model for other PDSs and to add 
to the literature base. Teitel (2001a) supports the standards as “criteria which are 
  
103
 
field tested and agreed upon by the larger community as a means to identify 
which partnerships can be identified as a PDS” (p. 59). Secondly, the context of 
the PDS population, participants, and processes was given in order to increase 
generalizability and to allow the ESU PDS model to be used to identify which 
stage other PDSs are at. Finally, in discussing external validity, four distinct 
characteristics of this study are apparent: 
1. The dropout rate will be low or nonexistent due to an online survey. 
2. Tables of random numbers were used to choose the teacher candidate 
for the interview and the in-service teacher. 
3. This study uses the theory of proximal similarity more effectively, 
describing the ways contexts and others differ and providing lots of 
data about the degree of similarity between various groups of people, 
places, and even times. 
4. This PDS site, which was created using NCATE standards, was 
chosen because the NCATE standards were intended to be used to 
identify where the PDS is in its development. 
In discussing internal validity, three direct questions must be asked of any 
qualitative study: 
1. Will the findings match reality? Reality is not a fixed, objective 
phenomenon waiting to be found, measured, and observed; it is 
multidimensional, holistic, and constantly changing (Merriam, 1998). 
2. Is the research credible? 
3. Are the subject(s) accurately described and identified? 
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Merriam (1998) also discusses internal validity as a process in which the 
finding must match reality. He indicates three basic strategies, which have been 
incorporated into this study, to enhance internal validity: (a) triangulation, (b) 
case study examination, and (c) focused response surveys. Triangulation, the 
process of converging lines of inquiry, will be used throughout the study to report 
findings on a more accurate and convincing basis (Yin, 1994). 
Merriam (1998) further argues that the relative size of the sample—
whether 2, 10, or 100 cases are used—does not transform a multiple case into a 
macroscopic study. The study should establish the parameters and should then 
be applied to all research. In this way, even a single case could be considered. In 
focused-response surveys, each subject was provided a transcript of his or her 
interview after completing the survey. During the process of focused interviews, 
the researcher encouraged each subject to provide additions or modifications to 
their responses without changing the meaning and intent of the responses. Thus, 
the researcher hoped to relate internal validity and findings to the reality centered 
around the PDS. 
 
Case Study Research 
Yin (1984) defines the case study research method as an empirical inquiry 
that investigates a contemporary phenomenon within its real-life context, when 
the boundaries between phenomenon and context are not clearly evident, and in 
which multiple sources of evidence are used. Yin (2002) defines the scope of a 
case study as “an empirical inquiry that investigates a contemporary 
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phenomenon within its real-life context, especially when the boundaries between 
phenomenon and context are not clearly evident” (p. 21). 
Yin (1984) has suggested techniques for organizing and conducting the 
research successfully. This research draws upon Yin’s work and proposed six 
steps that should be used: (a) determine and define the research questions, (b) 
select the cases and determine data-gathering and analysis techniques, (c) 
prepare to collect the data, (d) collect data in the field, (e) evaluate and analyze 
the data, and (f) prepare the report. 
Although the case study is a distinctive form of empirical inquiry, many 
investigators have prejudices against this strategy. One of the criticisms 
concerns its validities and its reliability. Yin (2002) suggests several means to 
increase validities and reliability. 
Construct Validity 
There are three tactics available to increase construct validity in a case 
study design as applied in the present study. This, of course, is important for 
future studies of PDSs and educational change based on the PDS model. The 
first two tactics have to do with the data collection: one is the use of multiple 
sources of evidence, which can encourage convergent lines of inquiry, and the 
other is to establish a chain of evidence. The third tactic is to have the draft case 
study report reviewed by key informants. In order to strengthen the construct 
validity, the present study uses multiple sources of data, and the surveys were 
reviewed by experts in the PDS field and the Maryland State Department of 
Education, where the PDS model is a part of the teacher education and is the 
standard for all teacher candidates. Equally important, the pilot study was 
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completed at a PDS based in Maryland, because the researcher employed the 
help of several key personnel from the Maryland PDS network. 
Internal Validity 
The use of the analytical tactic of pattern-matching can increase internal 
validity, according to Yin (1994). If the patterns coincide, the results can help a 
case study strengthen its internal validity. Pattern-matching analytical tactics 
have been employed in this study; therefore, internal validity can be strengthened 
to some extent. 
External Validity 
In a case study the investigator’s goal is to expand and generalize 
theories (internal generalization) and not to enumerate frequencies (external 
generalization). This case study has chosen a multiple-case research model, 
which helps to strengthen the external validity. Although internal generalization 
was utilized, external generalization, or the results based on other PDSs will not 
be incorporated into this study and may be considerations for future studies. 
Reliability 
 
This case study has used a case study protocol and has developed a case 
study database as suggested by Yin (2002), which helps to achieve reliability in a 
case study. 
As a form of research, case studies are complex because they produce 
large amounts of data and include multiple sources, and because there may be 
multiple cases applicable to one study. Case studies may be used by 
researchers to challenge a theory, to explain or apply basis to a situation, or to 
describe a specific object or phenomenon. Using case study research, the 
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researcher sought to use analytic notes and memos to explain real-life situations 
occurring in the PDS, and to provide the reader with an understanding of what is 
going on in this PDS and the possibility that this model may be communicated to 
other PDSs. 
 
Summary 
The research methodology as presented discusses the data collection 
methods and analysis, the research study design, the instruments used, and the 
population involved in the PDS study. Using both qualitative and quantitative 
data, the researcher examined the perceptions of the participants in the ESU 
PDS and how participation in a PDS benefits teacher candidates, in-service 
teachers, PDS coordinators, and building administrators. By examining the PDS 
and understanding its developmental context, data will be added to the literature 
about PDSs as a part of school reform and improvement. 
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CHAPTER 4: FINDINGS 
 A PDS is a partnership between public schools and universities, designed 
to foster a relationship between these entities that, in turn, will enhance P–12 
student achievement. A PDS is unique in that university faculty and school 
faculty work together collaboratively to engage in reflective inquiry about 
teaching, and discussions centered on best practices are used along with the 
goal of improving teaching, leading to increased student achievement. The 
researcher notes that this PDS partnership with East Stroudsburg University 
encouraged collaboration, especially in the areas of student achievement in 
reading, and university professors visited the school to help with program support 
in curricular areas and professional development workshops that included topics 
such as guided reading and language arts curriculum by design. 
 This PDS study focuses on perceptions of the PDS administrator, in-
service teachers, teacher candidates, and the PDS coordinator. Equally 
importantly, identifying perceptions of personnel involved in the PDS structure, 
and adding to the literature base on PDSs, could be used to further develop 
these unique environments. 
A guiding question to this study is, Has the PDS changed the culture and 
behavior of the faculty? This question and the perceptions of the respondents will 
be used to determine which behaviors related to collaboration and inquiry into 
teaching and learning the PDS partnership has initiated in the school setting. The 
second guiding question, What are the observable changes attributed to the ESU 
PDS model?, will serve to identify respondents’ perceptions of what the PDS 
model partnership has developed, and some of the changes. The researcher 
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used focused interviews, analytic notes, and an online survey to collect data to 
answer these questions. The results were triangulated to enhance the research 
and to minimize any researcher bias. 
For the pilot study, the online survey was initiated at a PDS school in 
Maryland. Results from this study were used to enhance the validity of the 
Internet survey questions (Creswell, 1994) and, if necessary, to refine them for 
the study. Feedback from the pilot study indicated that the Internet survey 
questions were acceptable and required only a few minor edits before they could 
be applied in the school-based survey. 
Chapter 4 discusses the findings of the qualitative and quantitative data. 
Using Zoomerang software for the Internet survey, quantitative results were 
categorized into modes of central tendency, frequency, and percentages for 
items that were a part of the Likert-type scale on the questionnaire. The 
quantitative results are reported in Appendix C. Lincoln Elementary staff were 
notified by mail as to where the link to the survey could be accessed, and all 
results were kept on the Zoomerang server and were password protected. 
Qualitative data analysis utilized categorizing data by triangulating 
themes, patterns, and information from the interviewees’ responses to the 
focused survey questions (see Appendix D). Data was collected by interviewing 
one administrator, the PDS coordinator, two teacher candidates, and three 
mentor/in-service teachers. In-service teachers and teacher candidates who 
were interviewed were chosen by using a table of random numbers. Interviewees 
were contacted by phone and by e-mail to arrange interview appointments, which 
took place at Lincoln Elementary School in Bethlehem, Pennsylvania. 
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Interviewees were given consent forms to read, review, and sign prior to the 
interview. 
The PDS Internet Survey interview questions (see Appendix D) address 
the following critical areas as outlined in the literature review of PDSs: (a) the 
relationships between the PDS, the school, and the university faculty; (b) the 
benefits of the ESU PDS; (c) the perceived contributions of the PDS to Lincoln 
Elementary; (d) the process of inquiry into teaching and learning due to the PDS; 
(e) the benefits of the PDS to teacher candidates and mentor/in-service teachers; 
(f) the impact of the PDS on school leadership; (g) the perceived effects of the 
PDS on teaching; and (h) the collaboration within the school due to the PDS-
university partnership. 
The purpose of this study was to gather information about the perceptions 
of teachers and administrators participating in the ESU PDS, and through 
qualitative and quantitative methods and a system of triangulation, to examine 
common themes and discuss the benefits of the PDS. 
 
Pilot Survey Perceptions of the PDS 
The responses to the pilot study survey are described in Table 6. These 
responses were gathered using Zoomerang software (see Appendix E), and 
while the data analysis was completed, careful attention was paid to any 
modifications of the Internet survey that might be necessary. The survey was 
completed on June 22, 2006. 
 Questions 1 and 2 asked respondents about the commitment of the PDS 
to teacher education and how P–12 and university staff work together to improve  
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Table 6. Pilot PDS Survey Responses (N = 8) 
Question 
number  
Strongly 
agree Agree Disagree
Strongly 
disagree 
No 
opinion 
Totals/ 
percentages 
Percentage 63% 38% 0 0 0 100% 
1 
Number of 
responses 5 3 0 0 0 8 
Percentage 38% 50% 13% 0 0 100% 
2 
Number of 
responses 3 4 1 0 0 8 
Percentage 75% 13% 0 0 1% 100% 
3 
Number of 
responses 6 1 0 0 1 8 
Percentage 88% 13% 0 0 0 100% 
4 
Number of 
responses 7 1 0 0 0 8 
Percentage 50% 50% 0 0 0 100% 
5 
Number of 
responses 4 4 0 0 0 8 
Percentage 38% 25% 0 0 38% 100% 
6 
Number of 
responses 3 2 0 0 3 8 
Percentage 57% 29% 14% 0 0 100% 
7 
Number of 
responses 4 2 1 0 0 7 
Percentage 57% 29% 14% 0 0 100% 
8 
Number of 
responses 4 2 1 0 0 7 
Percentage 43% 14% 29% 0 14% 100% 
9 
Number of 
responses 3 1 2 0 1 7 
Percentage 29% 71% 0 0 0 100% 
10 
Number of 
responses 2 5 0 0 0 7 
Percentage 14% 57% 29% 0 0 100% 
11 
Number of 
responses 1 4 2 0 0 7 
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Table 6 (continued) 
Question 
number  
Strongly 
agree Agree Disagree
Strongly 
disagree 
No 
opinion 
Totals/ 
percentages 
Percentage 43% 43% 14% 0 0 100% 
12 
Number of 
responses 3 3 1 0 0 7 
Percentage 43% 57% 14% 0 0 100% 
13 
Number of 
responses 3 4 1 0 0 8 
Percentage 57% 43% 0 0 0 100% 
14 
Number of 
responses 4 3 0 0 0 7 
Percentage 14% 71% 14% 0 0 100% 
15 
Number of 
responses 1 5 1 0 0 7 
Percentage 29% 57% 14% 0 0 100% 
16 
Number of 
responses 2 4 1 0 0 7 
Percentage 29% 71% 0 0 0 100% 
17 
Number of 
responses 2 5 0 0 0 7 
Percentage 0 43% 57% 0 0 100% 
18 
Number of 
responses 0 3 4 0 0 7 
Percentage 43% 43% 0 0 14% 100% 
19 
Number of 
responses 3 3 0 0 1 7 
Percentage 43% 29% 29% 0 0 100% 
20 
Number of 
responses 3 2 2 0 0 7 
 
 
 
staff development. Sixty-three percent of the respondents answered strongly 
agree to Question 1, a commitment to teacher education by the school and 
university leadership, and 50% of respondents answered agree to Question 2, 
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school and university faculty working together to improve staff development. Only 
3 of the 8 respondents indicated that they strongly agreed with Question 2. In 
discussing the benefits of working with a PDS, 75% (6 respondents) indicated 
that there is a benefit, whereas 1 respondent indicated no opinion. 
Question 3, the perceived benefits of working in a PDS compared to a 
traditional teacher training program, showed 75% of respondents strongly 
agreeing, with 13% agreeing and another 13% having no opinion. A total of 8 
respondents answered this question. The responses gathered from Question 3 
seem to indicate that there is a consensus among the staff surveyed in the pilot 
study that a PDS offers benefits in the area of teacher training as compared to a 
traditional training program. 
As discussed by the literature review and the researcher, a PDS is 
designed to increase collaboration between school and university personnel and 
to effect a change on teachers within a school, encouraging them to work more 
collaboratively. Question 4, collaboration as an important part of a PDS, showed 
88% of respondents strongly agreeing and 13% disagreeing. These responses 
seem to indicate that, the PDS has increased collaboration in the pilot study 
school, which is key to schools becoming successful in educating students. 
 The goal of high expectations for student achievement, part of Question 5 
in the pilot survey, indicated that 50% of the respondents strongly agreed and 
50% of the respondents agreed. This was unexpected because, according to the 
PDS literature, a goal of creating a PDS includes high expectations for student 
achievement through the PDS process. The researcher expected more 
responses in the strongly agree category than in the agree category. There were 
  
114
 
8 respondents who answered this question in the pilot survey, compared to only 
7 respondents for many of the questions. 
 Questions 7, 8, and 9 specifically discuss teacher candidates and effecting 
student learning, working in a collaborative atmosphere, and managing student 
problems. Only 7 of the 8 respondents answered each of these questions. Fifty-
seven percent of respondents to Question 7 strongly agreed that PDS candidates 
have a greater ability to effect student achievement, and 57% of respondents to 
Question 8 strongly agreed that PDS teacher candidates have a greater ability to 
work in a collaborative atmosphere. However, only 43% of respondents strongly 
agreed that PDS candidates have a greater ability to manage student problems, 
with 2 respondents disagreeing. 
Responses to Question 9 indicate that the PDS at the pilot study school 
may be a beginning- or early-stage PDS rather than an established PDS. This 
relates directly to the PDS literature, which clearly indicates that PDSs 
continually change in their implementation from year to year. It should be noted 
that although the literature base on PDSs supports continual change, responses 
from the study indicate that change only becomes apparent as the PDS develops 
over time. Key to these changes, an improvement in both student and teacher 
candidate learning is the outlying goal of a PDS. The researcher notes that 
evidence of change due to the PDS is clearly observed in the study, and was 
discussed as expected; however, measuring the total changes in a school due to 
a PDS may be impossible due to the nature of change and how it may or may not 
affect educational settings, practices, and services to students. 
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 In discussing university and P–12 collaboration, Questions 10, 11, and 12 
asked respondents about working together to solve problems, discussing 
teaching and learning, and working collaboratively on educational issues. 
Seventy-one percent of respondents agreed that university and P–12 faculty 
work together to solve problems, whereas only 29%, or 2, respondents strongly 
agreed. In response to Question 11, 57% of 7 respondents agreed that university 
and P–12 faculty engage regularly in discussions about teaching and learning, 
and only 14%, or 1 respondent, strongly agreed. Surprisingly, 29%, or 2, 
respondents to Question 11 answered disagree to this question about 
discussions on teaching and learning. This may indicate that the pilot study PDS 
needs to include more opportunities for university and school staff to engage in 
discussions. 
 In response to Question 12, 14%, or 1 respondent, disagreed about 
university and P–12 faculty working collaboratively, whereas 43% of respondents 
strongly agreed or agreed. This may indicate that educational issues around the 
pilot study school may be resolved over time. 
 Reflective practice, important to a PDS, is discussed in Question 13. This 
question discussed mentor teachers and their use of reflective practice to 
encourage PDS teacher candidates. Only 43% of respondents strongly agreed, 
whereas 57% agreed. However, 1 respondent again disagreed, which may 
indicate that the early stages of the developmental guidelines are apparent in the 
pilot study PDS and that there may be a need to redefine the PDS practices. 
 According to the PDS literature, inquiry into teaching and learning may be 
the most important part of a PDS, because inquiry into teaching and learning is at 
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the forefront of the mission of a PDS. Questions 14 and 15 discuss inquiry into 
teaching and learning and meeting the needs of diverse learners as a part of a 
system of inquiry into teaching and learning. Although 59% of respondents 
agreed in Question 14 that inquiry into teaching and learning is a part of the PDS, 
18% of respondents strongly agreed. In response to Question 15, 71% of 
respondents agreed that the needs of diverse learners are met through a system 
of inquiry into teaching and learning, and only 14% (1 respondent) strongly 
agreed. However, 1 respondent also disagreed that the needs of diverse learners 
are met through inquiry into teaching and learning. Again, this may indicate that 
the stage of early or beginning implementation, as indicated in the developmental 
guidelines, may be apparent in the pilot study PDS, and the mission of the PDS 
may change over time. 
 A strong system of collaboration, an ideal part of the PDS, is discussed in 
Question 16. Only 57%, or 4 respondents, agreed that the needs of diverse 
learners are met through a system of collaboration between university and P–12 
faculty. Twenty-nine percent, or 2 respondents, strongly agreed, and 14%, 1 
respondent, disagreed. Again, this may be another indicator that the pilot study 
PDS is in the beginning stages of the developmental guidelines, because 
according to the PDS literature a strong system of collaboration is necessary for 
PDS success. This, of course, is expected to change over time. 
 Although the literature review on PDSs indicates that PDS candidates use 
reflective journals in concert with the inquiry process, responses to Question 17 
indicated that only 29%, or 2 respondents, strongly agreed with the use of 
reflective journals. Seventy-one percent, or 5 respondents, agreed, which may 
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indicate that other strategies are used to meet the needs of diverse populations, 
and that in the pilot PDS other strategies not specifically addressed by this 
survey are in progress. 
 As indicated by the PDS literature, collaboration on issues centered 
around the school, and solving problems by utilizing university and P–12 faculty 
resources, is important in all stages of a PDS. Surprisingly, in answering 
Question 18, only 43% of individuals surveyed, or 3 respondents, agreed, and 
57% of respondents disagreed. This may indicate that at the developmental 
stage of this PDS, time for university and P–12 faculty to work together is 
fragmented and unspecified; this, of course, is expected to change over time, 
according to the PDS literature. 
 The goal of the PDS process is to create better student achievement. 
Question 19 discusses reflection and inquiry as a PDS-based process, and 
teacher candidates sharing their thoughts about their practices and about student 
achievement. Forty-three percent of respondents either strongly agreed or 
agreed, according to their answers, and 1 respondent had no opinion. Again, 
responses to this question could indicate that the current developmental stage of 
this PDS is beginning or emerging, because discussions about practice and 
student achievement are an ongoing part of a PDS, according to the literature. 
 In both the implementation stages and the latter stages of creating a PDS, 
the roles of school personnel and university faculty undergo several changes. 
This, according to the PDS literature, is important to the success of a PDS and 
the continuation of the partnership. Question 20 discusses the roles of school 
personnel and university faculty, which of course can be dependant on several 
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factors, including school leadership, support systems, and teacher retention and 
attrition. Twenty-two percent of respondents strongly agreed that roles between 
the two groups are clearly delineated, whereas 44% of respondents agreed. 
However, 11% of respondents disagreed and 22% of respondents had no 
opinion. 
Results from the PDS school pilot study may indicate that the 
collaboration and involvement of the university in the school may be a work in 
progress at this PDS. Also, as the PDS goes through stages of implementation, it 
may be useful to know where in its stages of implementation and collaboration 
between the school and university the PDS is, in order to further disseminate the 
results of a study. 
PDS survey results are valuable to the PDS literature base as PDSs seek 
to continually discuss where they are in the developmental processes, to monitor 
themselves and the progress that they achieve, and to set expectations for 
progress on the PDS developmental guidelines. 
 
Lincoln Elementary School Survey 
 The second phase of the data collection involved an Internet survey 
(Appendix C) and a focused interview process (Appendix F). All professional staff 
members of the Lincoln PDS were asked to participate in the Internet survey. 
The link was sent to each of the respondents by postcard and by e-mail. 
Respondents were given approximately two weeks to participate in the survey, 
which was closed on October 10, 2006. 
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Return Rate 
 A total of 27 out of 35 staff members who were asked to participate 
actually took the Internet survey, with 8 respondents not taking the survey. 
Seventy-seven percent of those asked to participate in the survey responded. 
 
Quantitative Data 
 Quantitative data for this survey were collected by surveying the 
professional staff in the LES PDS. Initially, surveys were piloted in a PDS to 
check the face validity of the questions. Results of the pilot study appear in Table 
7. 
Questions 1 and 2 discuss a commitment to teacher education among the 
school and university partners, and how LES and ESU staff work together to 
improve staff development. On Question 1, 44% of respondents strongly agreed 
and 41% of respondents agreed. One respondent disagreed and 3 had no 
opinion, out of a total of 27 responses. 
Overall, responses to Question 1 indicated a strong belief (85%) that the 
PDS leadership of LES and ESU have committed to teacher education. 
 Question 2 had a total of 27 responses. Of those responses, 89% agreed 
that there is collaboration in the area of staff development between ESU and 
LES. One respondent to Question 2 had no opinion, and 2 disagreed with the 
question statement. The results indicated that at LES there is a strong 
commitment to staff development for school and PDS faculty, one of the major 
goals of PDS implementation. 
 Although Question 3 directly examines the perceptions of a PDS 
compared with a traditional teacher training program, 63% of respondents  
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Table 7. Lincoln PDS Survey Responses (N = 30) 
Question 
number  
Strongly 
agree Agree Disagree
Strongly 
disagree 
No 
opinion 
Totals/ 
percentages 
Percentage 44% 41% 4% 0 11% 100% 
1 
Number of 
responses 
12 11 1 0 3 27 
Percentage 33% 56% 7% 0 4% 100% 
2 
Number of 
responses 
9 15 2 0 1 27 
Percentage 26% 37% 7% 0 30% 100% 
3 
Number of 
responses 
7 10 2 0 8 27 
Percentage  52% 41% 0 0 7% 100% 
4 
Number of 
responses 
14 11 0 0 2 27 
Percentage 44% 41% 4% 0 11% 100% 
5 
Number of 
responses 
12 11 1 0 3 27 
Percentage 11% 59% 4% 0 26% 100% 
6 
Number of 
responses 
3 16 1 0 7 27 
Percentage 19% 52% 0% 0% 30% 100% 
7 
Number of 
responses 
5 14 0 0 8 27 
Percentage 22% 48% 4% 0 26% 100% 
8 
Number of 
responses 
6 13 1 0 7 27 
Percentage 7% 52% 19% 0 26% 100% 
9 
Number of 
responses 
2 14 5 0 7 28 
Percentage 22% 63% 4% 0 11% 100% 
10 
Number of 
responses 
6 17 1 0 3 27 
Percentage 22% 56% 0 0 22% 100% 
11 
Number of 
responses 
6 15 0 0 6 27 
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Table 7 (continued) 
Question 
number  
Strongly 
agree Agree Disagree
Strongly 
disagree 
No 
opinion 
Totals/ 
percentages 
Percentage 15% 70% 0 0 15% 100% 
12 
Number of 
responses 
4 19 0 0 4 27 
Percentage 22% 59% 0 0 19% 100% 
13 
Number of 
responses 
6 16 0 0 5 27 
Percentage 19% 59% 0 0 22% 100% 
14 
Number of 
responses 
5 16 0 0 6 27 
Percentage 7% 70% 0 0 22% 100% 
15 
Number of 
responses 
2 19 0 0 6 27 
 
Percentage 7% 74% 4% 0 15% 100% 
16 
Number of 
responses 
2 20 1 0 4 27 
Percentage 4% 56% 0 0 41% 100% 
17 
Number of 
responses 
1 15 0 0 11 27 
Percentage 0 52% 22% 0 26% 100% 
18 
Number of 
responses 
0 14 6 0 7 27 
Percentage 19% 56% 0 0 26% 100% 
19 
Number of 
responses 
5 15 0 0 7 27 
Percentage 22% 44% 11% 0 22% 100% 
20 
Number of 
responses 
6 12 3 0 6 27 
 
 
 
strongly agreed or agreed that a PDS setting provides benefits over a traditional 
teacher-training program. Thirty percent, or 8 respondents, indicated that they 
had no opinion. 
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Although the researcher believes that the PDS literature clearly indicates 
that PDS teachers are better trained, are more prepared to meet the needs of a 
diverse population, and have the advantages of longer classroom exposure and 
collaboration compared to graduates of a traditional teacher-training program, 
factors such as length of teacher in-service, involvement in the PDS training 
model versus a traditional teacher training model, administrative support in a 
PDS setting, level of involvement with the university, the PDS model being 
implemented, and the amount of time the PDS has been in existence may 
arguably change the perceptions of PDS teacher training programs in 
comparison to traditional teacher training models. States such as Maryland have 
adopted full PDS training for all of their teacher candidates and incorporate PDS 
practices in all school settings. Although the present study discusses the benefits 
of a PDS model such as LES’s, the researcher is aware that there may be other 
factors that are contributing to the survey results of this PDS but that are not 
identified in this study. 
It can be surmised that the PDS model, still new in many implementation 
areas, has yet to completely demonstrate its benefits when compared with 
traditional teacher training programs. Although the PDS brings changes to 
teacher training—including inquiry into teaching, learning, and collaboration—a 
strong belief that the PDS is the best way to educate teacher candidates is not 
apparent at the ESU PDS, as is evident from the study results. Furthermore, data 
from the survey may indicate that the ESU PDS is doing a better job than a 
traditional teacher model at LES; however, a comparative analysis would need to 
be utilized to fully examine this effect in relation to other PDSs. 
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 Collaboration, an important part of any PDS implementation model as 
schools and universities work together, was assessed by Question 4. Results 
from this question show that 93% of those surveyed, or 25 respondents, believe 
that ongoing collaboration between ESU and LES is an important part of the PDS 
program. Seven percent, or 2 respondents, had no opinion on this survey item.
 Question 5, which discusses student achievement and high expectations, 
was answered by a total of 27 respondents. Eighty-five percent, or 23 
respondents, strongly agreed (44%) or agreed (41%) that P–12 and ESU faculty 
at LES have high expectations for student achievement. It should be noted that 1 
respondent disagreed with this question statement, which may lead to questions 
about what characterizes this respondent’s work with the ESU PDS and whether 
the response was a result of some negative aspect of the PDS. If so, were there 
any steps to be taken that would work toward a positive view of the PDS and 
LES schools goals for student achievement? Furthermore, although 11% of 
respondents had no opinion, it would be expected from the researcher’s point of 
view that as the PDS engages higher-level implementation (i.e., at standard or 
leading, and over time), and as the PDS partnership works toward goals of 
increased student achievement, collaboration, and better teacher training, the no 
opinion response rate would decrease. 
 In discussing research projects as related to the school improvement plan, 
Question 6 indicates that 70%, or 19 respondents, agree that ESU and LES work 
together to report research results in this area. Research projects at the ESU 
PDS are related to case studies of students as part of the PDS apprentice 
internship. Twenty-six percent, or 7 respondents, had no opinion in this area. 
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This can be linked to the fact that many of the research projects are part of the 
PDS apprenticeship rather than part of the student-teacher experience at the 
PDS. Also, 1 respondent disagreed, which may indicate that the respondent was 
unaware of the research projects or has never participated in PDS training of 
student teachers. 
 Questions 7, 8, and 9, which discuss teacher candidates effecting student 
learning, working in a collaborative atmosphere, and managing student 
problems, had response rates of 27 participants. Seventy-one percent of 
respondents agreed or strongly agreed that teacher candidates have a greater 
ability to effect student learning, 70% of respondents strongly agreed or agreed 
that PDS candidates have a greater ability to work in a collaborative atmosphere, 
and 59% of respondents strongly agreed or agreed that PDS candidates have a 
greater ability to manage student problems. 
In sum, Questions 7, 8, and 9 seem to indicate an overall agreement on 
the part of respondents that PDS teacher candidates show a higher level of 
effecting student learning, working in a collaborative atmosphere, and managing 
student problems. Of concern in relation to these three questions is the large 
number of respondents who had no opinion: 8 respondents on Question 7; 7 
respondents on Question 8; and 7 respondents on Question 9. This, of course, 
may be due to involvement in the PDS, to how many respondents have actually 
had PDS student-teacher candidates, and to the overall level of communication 
between ESU and LES. 
It should be noted here that the literature review indicates a very strong 
correlation between PDS teacher candidate training and overall success. The 
  
125
 
researcher suggests that, as the PDS develops over time using the NCATE 
implementation standards and the partnership moves forward and becomes a 
part of the school and university practice, more respondents may answer these 
three questions differently due to the positive growth of the PDS partnership. 
 Questions 10 and 11 examine working together to solve problems in the 
ESU PDS, and ESU and P–12 faculty discussing teachers and learning. Twenty-
three respondents to Question 10 strongly agreed or agreed, which equated to 
85% of respondents indicating that ESU and LES faculty engage in problem 
solving together. Seventy-seven percent, or 21 respondents, strongly agreed or 
agreed that ESU and LES faculty engage regularly in discussions about teaching 
and learning, which could be linked to PDS collaborative efforts at the school. 
This relates directly to Question 12, in which 85% of respondents strongly agreed 
or agreed that school and university faculty in the ESU PDS work collaboratively 
on projects, committees, and educational issues related to the PDS. 
However, Question 18, which polls respondents about collaboration and 
creating comprehensive solutions to issues, had a response rate of 52% 
agreeing, 22% disagreeing, and 26% having no opinion. This, of course, is an 
area for concern for the researcher because a PDS, according to the literature 
review, is a collaborative school designed to solve educational issues. 
Responses to Question 18, which deals with the issue of time and collaboration, 
may indicate that the PDS, in its current stage, needs further modifications to the 
collaborative model to allow for a lengthier focus on PDS-related problem-solving 
issues. 
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 In discussing the needs of diverse learners, Questions 15, 16, and 17 
discuss inquiry into teaching and learning, collaboration, and reflective journals 
on the part of teacher candidates. In response to Question 15, 77% of 
respondents agreed or strongly agreed that inquiry into teaching and learning is 
used to meet the needs of diverse learners. Answers to Question 16, with an 
81% agree or strongly agree response rate, indicates that a system of 
collaboration to meet the needs of diverse learners is in use. In discussing 
reflective journals and inquiry, only 60% of respondents to Question 17 strongly 
agree (1 respondent) or agree (15 respondents) that teacher candidates are able 
to meet the needs of diverse populations. 
In sum, it is apparent that the ESU PDS attempts to meet the needs of 
diverse learners through the processes of inquiry into teaching and learning, 
collaboration, and reflective journals. In addition, responses to Question 19 
indicate that 75% of respondents strongly agree (5 respondents) or agree (15 
respondents) that teacher candidates are encouraged to share thoughts about 
their practice and student achievement. Again, this may be linked to the 
requirement that PDS candidates conduct research during their apprenticeships. 
This, of course, relates directly to Questions 15, 16, and 17. 
 The final question, Question 20, discusses the roles of LES personnel and 
ESU PDS personnel. Sixty-six percent of respondents strongly agree or agree 
that roles are clearly delineated, whereas 11% disagree. However, 22% of 
respondents had no opinion. This may again relate to the growth stage that the 
PDS is in and to the PDS model that is in use at LES. As the PDS moves forward 
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in the implementation stages, there may be changes in its internal structure, as 
the literature review indicates. 
 
Summary of Quantitative Data 
 Results of the 20-question Internet survey indicated, by high response 
percentages of over 75%, that the majority of the LES teachers believe that the 
ESU PDS is committed to teacher education (87%); to improving staff 
development (90%); to collaboration (90%); to maintaining high expectations for 
student achievement (87%); to working together to solve problems (85%); to 
working collaboratively on projects, committees, and educational issues (84%); 
and to mentoring teachers, using reflective practice to encourage further learning 
(81%). In each of these categories, combining indicators of strongly agree and 
agree indicated a high response rate. 
Overall, the researcher believes the high response rates on the above 
questions indicates that the ESU PDS is successful in many key areas of PDS 
implementation and development and would be expected to show an increase in 
these areas over time as the partnership experiences measurable changes. 
Furthermore, the researcher expects the partnership would be directly linked to 
an increase in student and teacher-candidate achievement. 
 However, of concern on the Internet survey results are Question 9, 
teacher candidates managing student problems (7% strongly agree, 52% agree); 
Question 17, meeting the needs of diverse populations using reflective journals 
and the inquiry process (4% strongly agree, 56% agree); and Question 18, 
sufficient time to collaborate and create comprehensive solutions (zero strongly 
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agree, 52% agree). The answers to these questions indicated that there may be 
further work to be done in the ESU PDS in terms of goals, levels of 
implementation, and communication between ESU and LES. Because 
respondents indicated no opinion on several questions, it may also be assumed 
that many teachers in the ESU PDS are not involved in all of the PDS functions 
at LES; the partnership is not a mandatory process for the entire staff. This, of 
course, may change with time, growth, and implementation. 
 
Qualitative Data Analysis 
 The qualitative data were collected by conducting focused interviews with 
the building administrator, the PDS coordinator, three in-service teachers, and 
two PDS teacher candidates. The building administrator was responsible for the 
PDS program in the building. The in-service teachers and PDS teacher 
candidates were randomly selected from lists provided to the interviewer by the 
administrator and the PDS coordinator. Contact information also was supplied by 
the administrator and the PDS coordinator. After contact by phone, all in-service 
teachers and PDS teacher candidates agreed to be interviewed. A total of seven 
interviews were conducted; some were as long as one hour, others lasted 
approximately 35 minutes. Interviewees were assured that their responses would 
be confidential. 
 The qualitative data were used to identify recurring themes or patterns in 
the interviews and were triangulated with survey responses. All of the focused 
interview questions were open ended, and at times the interviewer asked 
respondents for clarification and further explanations. 
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Impressions of the ESU PDS 
 Research question: What are the observable changes attributed to the 
ESU PDS model? 
 Questions 1 through 3 asked respondents to discuss what the ESU PDS 
does for Lincoln Elementary, how the PDS affects teaching at Lincoln 
Elementary, and how the PDS affects student learning at Lincoln Elementary. 
Respondents described their impressions of the PDS as related to Questions 1 
through 4: 
The PDS provides more kids with small-group instruction and also helps 
because the PDS teacher candidates do a case study of a student. We 
explore school-based questions and differentiate instructional practices. 
There are three PDSs in the district, each one a little different. 
 
 
The PDS helps in-service teachers see fresh, new practices. The PDS 
teacher candidates bring in new instructional practices, fresh ideas, and 
also include the benefits of the school working with the university 
professors. 
 
 
The PDS updates the teachers, helps bring in new ideas and 
collaboration, has become a part of the school community, and there is 
tutoring after school that is led by the PDS teacher candidates. Also, the 
PDS has helped by starting more academic help for students, a science 
club, and there is collaboration with the professors from the university. 
 
 
The program helps target at-risk students, works on internalization and 
fixing problems, and gives the whole class an extra person who is another 
set of eyes. 
 
 
The ESU PDS meets the needs of students and groups, is highly effective, 
incorporates many reading practices in guided reading, helps teachers 
prepare and use reflection to become better teachers, and enriches 
veterans by bringing in fresh new ideas in a very positive manner. 
 
 
By using the case-study method, teacher candidates work one on one with 
a student. All-day kindergarten has been a benefit to teacher 
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collaboration. More attention is given to individual students on an ongoing 
basis. There is more small-group work and teachers have learned to work 
together even when we are using inclusion, which we may begin to stop at 
grade level in order to allow students to stay in the classroom more versus 
being pulled out. 
 
 
It would be interesting to see if the PDS has affected our PSSA scores. 
Critical questions are answered by the site council, which works with the 
teachers. Individual classes are based on small group instruction. There is 
much more value and quality added to our teaching because of the PDS. 
 
 
There are more open doors, which equals collaboration. There is more 
professional development in literacy. Teaching is much more of a shared 
practice and we can take a look at our practices much more. 
 
 
There is more co-teaching and more interaction to reach the kids. 
Everything is more positive for the most part; there is help for targeting at-
risk students. 
 
These statements indicate that by changing the behaviors of professionals 
within the LES setting, the PDS has successfully led to more collaboration 
between in-service teachers and teacher candidates, a focus on the education of 
children that incorporates more child-centered research by teachers, and a 
feeling that the PDS has had a positive impact on the LES. 
 
Research question: Has the PDS changed the culture and behavior of the 
faculty? 
Questions 5, 6, and 8 discuss collaboration and its characteristics, what 
the ESU PDS offers to teacher candidates, and how the PDS has impacted the 
leadership in the school. In discussing these areas, cultural changes were 
identified by the following responses: 
People in the school are more involved due to the PDS. The university 
professors are dedicated to the program and it has created a dialogue 
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among the community of learners. This has invited other people to get 
involved in the PDS. Professors try to help us solve problems; they visit 
normally once a week and more frequently if needed, which is a nice 
change. 
 
 
The program has created a site council, and there is a lot of respect for 
what each individual has to offer. There is very little isolation. We work 
together and collaborate more often. We also get the chance to work with 
the district and other schools in the district as some seek to become 
PDSs. The program also gives the teacher candidates a deeper 
perspective of teaching and what it means to actually teach students 
successfully. The faculty are encouraged to share their ideas, and many of 
them work together with the PDS candidates. 
 
 
The goal of the PDS is to create and support great teaching. We do that 
through collaboration versus isolation. The school is very student 
centered, and as we are training teachers we feel a greater friendship 
among one another. The program offers the teacher candidates a chance 
to practice what is studied versus just learn it at the university and then try 
to go out and teach it. 
 
 
There would be a lot less collaboration without the PDS. We have a give-
and-take relationship, and the teachers and PDS candidates are more 
involved. PDS candidates are more confident and they contribute to the 
school community, while the faculty also learn from them and try to 
challenge them. 
 
 
There is definitely more exposure to teaching, and the faculty all work 
together. We also use interactive problem solving. Candidates have a 
reflective journal and they are encouraged to implement reflective 
practices to learn from. The faculty really seeks to work together and 
collaborate with the professors and create a sharing process. It is a great 
atmosphere of sharing, since all PDS students share and collaborate, and 
the teachers plan together. 
 
 
The PDS has encouraged teachers to become empowered and leaders. 
Many times teachers volunteer for special projects and work 
collaboratively with other teachers.  
 
 
Student teachers meet with the university professors and share ideas with 
teachers. There is lots of differentiation and collaboration, and teachers 
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really feel as if they are a part of the PDS school. The liaison needs to 
work with more teachers, though. That would be a definite benefit. 
 
Survey responses provide a strong indication that the ESU PDS has 
increased child-centered problem solving, teacher empowerment, involvement in 
school-related areas, and the ability of teacher candidates to teach students 
successfully. Furthermore, these results can be linked to the NCATE standards, 
which are developmental over time, and it is expected that the PDS would 
continue to change or enter new levels of implementation, and that the 
partnership would become common practice. 
 
Focused Interview Question Responses 
 Each of the 20 focused interview questions was designed to allow 
interviewees a chance to express their thoughts and feelings about the PDS and 
how it has benefited the school, and about more work to be completed. The 
researcher notes that several familiar themes and patterns—linking what the 
ESU PDS does for the school, the effect of the ESU PDS, contributions and 
student learning, collaboration, inquiry into teaching and learning, the impact of 
leadership due to the PDS, and future goals—can show the positive and negative 
effects the ESU PDS has had on LES. The responses to these questions indicate 
several positive characteristics that can be linked to the ESU PDS. 
Question 1. What does the ESU PDS program do for your school? 
 Updates teachers 
 Brings in new knowledge and ideas 
 Encourages collaboration 
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 Helps develop PDS as a partnership 
 Helps teachers; brings in fresh and new ideas 
 More benefits from working with university professors 
 New instruction and best practices 
 Staff development equals collaboration 
 Models and develops programs 
 More kids are helped by small-group instruction 
 Extra person in the whole class 
Question 2. How does the ESU PDS program affect teaching in your 
school? 
 Encourages collaboration with everyone/professors 
 Becomes part of the school community 
 More opportunities for individual and small grouping 
 Increased level of effective teaching 
 Works in a positive manner 
 Reflects on PDS practices/impacts 
 More co-teaching; better eyes for helping students 
 Utilizes professional development using Understanding by Design 
Question 3. How does the ESU PDS affect student learning in your 
school? 
 Creates links for extra support 
 Develops common practice 
 Develops leveled groups and math investigations 
 Nice ratio—one on one 
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 Case studies consist of nine lessons 
 Challenges students 
 Gives an extra body and extra set of eyes 
 More effective teaching and more effective learning 
 More teachers present in the classrooms 
 Increases student motivation 
 College students bring in fresh ideas and motivation 
 Three teachers in the classroom sometimes 
 Creates more individual classes—small group basis 
 Teachers are able to reach more students 
Question 4. In your experience(s) how does the ESU PDS contribute to 
your school? 
 Creates learning experiences with hands on 
 Encourages new ideas and new work 
 Creates faculty professional development opportunities 
 Staff is better prepared 
 Creates better experiences 
 Works with apprentice students 
 Unit by Design professional development 
 Focuses highly qualified teachers/high-quality learning experiences 
 Professors collaborate with teachers 
 ESU offers workshops, conferences, presentations, and equipment 
with technology 
 Leadership is a distributive model 
  
135
 
 Teachers are empowered to become leaders—work without 
isolation 
 Gives direction and help support teaching and learning 
 Encourages brainstorming, remediation, and scaffolding 
 Has a positive impact 
 We have hired students from the past 
Question 5. Do you feel that there is collaboration due to the ESU PDS 
program? What characterizes the collaboration? 
 Reading specialists work together 
 Effective learning is the overall goal 
 There is more collaboration between the PDS school and university 
staff 
 More communication 
 All PDS students are encouraged to share 
 There are liaison meetings 
 Teachers are encouraged to plan together 
 Collaboration is initiated by staff and also university personnel 
 There would be less collaboration without the ESU PDS 
 Teachers are encouraged to be beneficial and confident and 
contribute 
 The goal is great teaching 
 Learning is student centered and learning driven 
 Respect for what each individual has to offer the PDS 
 There is a system of leveled collaboration 
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 People are more involved 
 Professors are dedicated to the PDS program 
 There is a dialogue within a community of learners 
 We support each other and try to solve problems 
 Other people are welcome into the PDS 
Question 6. What does the ESU PDS offers to teacher candidates? 
 Experiences in schools 
 A higher level of comfort 
 More exposure to teaching 
 Encourages application of teaching skills 
 More interactive problem solving 
 Reflective practitioners who use journals to reflect on practice 
 Better experiences in the classroom 
 More development out of the whole school year; more hands-on 
practice 
 Teacher preparedness and reflection 
 Exposure to student learning and teaching practice 
 Better familiarity with staff 
 Observations at different grade levels 
 Practice what is studied to learn better 
 Makes for a better teacher and co-teacher 
 Deeper perspective on teaching 
 Visiting the classroom at two very different points in time 
 Changes how the teacher sets up her classroom and the process 
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 Programs need a math impact 
 Four lessons around art requirement—may not be beneficial 
 Identifies at-risk students 
Question 7. How would you describe the PDS process of inquiry into 
teaching and learning in your school? Into your school’s curriculum? 
 Goals are indicated by short and long term 
 Work and challenging results 
 Standardized many testing practices 
 Many curriculum meetings 
 Discussions with teachers to plan 
 Apply 10 lessons from Unit by Design 
 More school based—apprentices learn about curriculum practices 
 Identify at-risk students and criteria 
 Creates Full Option Science System unit integration in science 
areas 
 Many case studies to help students 
 More diversity in lessons 
 Stops pullout practices 
 ESU helps with techniques for incorporating the new McMillan 
reading 
 Teachers learn about more programs and other topics 
 Liaison meetings are beneficial to school communication 
 Journals are helpful to indicate best practices 
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Question 8. Has the ESU PDS impacted the leadership in your school? In 
what ways? 
 More activities in the school 
 Identifying at-risk students and criteria 
 Has encouraged more volunteers 
 More teacher empowerment 
 Collaboration is apparent 
 More differentiated instruction 
 Leadership works with more teachers 
 The university site has encouraged more leadership and 
encouraged students 
 Teachers see more of the positive versus the negative 
Question 9. What do you see as future goals and plans for the future of 
the ESU PDS and your school? 
 More standardized practices 
 More help/support with standardized testing 
 Increase professors on-site and more classroom exposure 
 ESU adapt to school-based support 
 More growth in student teachers 
 PDS has a positive scope 
 Every teacher welcomes an apprentice 
 More help utilizing apprentices 
 Increased student achievement 
 The transition to a new administrator 
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 More commitment to a PDS 
 More PDS support if possible 
 Increase curriculum areas 
Question 10. Here are the NCATE PDS Developmental Guidelines for 
Professional Development Schools. Where on the continuum would you place 
the ESU PDS partnership at Lincoln Elementary? 
The PDS Standards, as created by NCATE, are structured around five 
standards used to address the characteristics of the PDS: (a) learning 
community; (b) accountability and quality assurance; (c) collaboration; (d) equity 
and diversity; and (e) structures, resources, and roles. Within the standards, the 
developmental guidelines are used to assess the PDS in different stages of its 
development. The developmental guideline criteria are (a) beginning level, (b) 
developing level, (c) at standard, and (d) leading level (see Table 8). 
Each developmental guideline lists characteristics, from the developing 
level (key concepts) to the leading level (advanced PDS work), that each PDS 
partnership may encounter as it develops in age and as processes are modified 
due to the partnership. 
In regards to NCATE Standard 1, Learning Community, 2 of the 5 
respondents rated the ESU at LES as leading and at standard, whereas 1 
respondent indicated the school was at developing/at standard level. These 
responses indicate that individuals in the school believe they are operating at 
standard in many areas. 
Standard 2, Accountability and Quality Assurance, had response rates of 
2 for developing and 2 for at standard, whereas 1 respondent indicated leading. 
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Table 8. Respondents’ Placement of the ESU PDS on a Continuum 
 Standard I: 
Learning 
community 
Standard II: 
Accountability 
and quality 
assurance 
Standard III: 
Collaboration
Standard IV: 
Diversity and 
equity 
Standard V: 
Structures, 
resources, and 
roles 
 
Respondent 
1 
 
At standard 
 
Developing 
 
At standard 
At 
standard/leading 
At 
standard/leading
 
Respondent 
2 
 
Developing/at 
standard 
 
At standard 
 
At standard 
 
Developing/at 
standard 
 
At standard 
 
Respondent 
3 
 
Leading 
 
At standard 
 
Leading 
 
Developing 
 
Leading 
 
Respondent 
4 
 
At standard 
 
Developing 
 
At standard 
 
At standard 
 
At standard 
 
Respondent 
5 
 
Leading 
 
Leading 
 
Leading 
 
Leading 
 
Developing 
 
 
 
 Because these characteristics are so close on the NCATE PDS, it may be 
that the school and PDS are actually improving in many areas over time. 
In regards to Standard 3, Collaboration, 3 respondents indicated at 
standard and 2 respondents indicated leading. This rating may indicate that the 
ESU PDS is enjoying success in collaboration; however, there may be areas that 
need further review in the PDS process. 
Standard 4, Diversity and Equity, had 1 response each for developing, at 
standard, or leading; 1 response of developing/standard; and 1 response of 
standard/leading. There were no matches for one category in this area, which 
may indicate that the PDS needs to work more on the areas of equity and 
diversity as related to learning outcomes for PDS participants. 
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In the case of Standard 5, Structures, Roles, and Responsibilities, 2 
responses were at standard, 1 was leading, and 1 response was developing. The 
final response was a combination of at standard and leading. According to 
respondents, this may indicate that the partnership effectively communicates as 
an organization to inform other PDSs and the school community of its work, and 
that the mission is supported by structures and resources from the LES and ESU 
sites. 
 
Triangulation of Data 
 This study was designed to investigate and report the perceptions of 
teachers and administrators in the PDS. Key to this investigation were multiple 
sources of data in the form of survey results, observations/analytical notes, and 
focused interviews that were reviewed to answer the question about teacher and 
administrator perceptions. Using triangulation, the researcher also sought to 
minimize any bias by checking the findings multiple times and by focusing on 
what the perceptions were, as reported, and how they framed the research 
questions. 
In investigating the perceptions of PDS participants, the researcher noted 
that the participants gave clear indications of emerging themes based on the 
partnership and the benefits of a PDS, including increased collaboration, better 
teacher training, better professional development, inquiry into teaching, learning, 
and problem solving, and increased student achievement, all of which are cited 
many times in the literature. Equally important, collaborative practice, which the 
researcher notes is a necessary part of the PDS, is apparent in the data, and the 
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perceptions of the PDS teachers and administrators clearly show that the goal of 
this partnership is to increase the collaborative nature of the PDS and to meet 
student needs as the partnership grows in its implementation. 
 
The PDS as a Partnership 
 Question 3 asked the focused-interview participants about the effect of the 
ESU PDS on student learning in the school. The researcher notes that in this 
PDS it is an important that participants work collaboratively, as part of the overall 
PDS model. This is supported by responses that include the following statements 
from the focused interviews: 
The PDS provides more kids with small-group instruction and also helps 
because the PDS teacher candidates do a case study of a student. We 
explore school-based questions and differentiate instructional practices. 
There are three PDSs in the district, each one a little different. 
 
 
The PDS helps in-service teachers see fresh, new practices. The PDS 
teacher candidates bring in new instructional practices, fresh ideas, and 
also include the benefits of the school working with the university 
professors. 
 
Analytic notes from a team meeting further evidenced collaboration. 
Discussions centered on how to work with the McMillan literature series as a 
team, how to organize and differentiate instruction, creation of a heterogeneous 
grouping model versus the current pull-out model for support, how to support 
differentiated instruction to best meet student needs, creation of a plan for the 
marking period, and how to model assessment practices after the PSSA 
(October 9, 2006, field notes). Question 4 on the Internet survey further 
demonstrates an increase in collaboration. When the results from the two 
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categories are combined, 90% of respondents agreed or disagreed that 
collaboration is an important part of the PDS. 
A strong sense of community has emerged within the ESU PDS. This was 
characterized by faculty meetings that encouraged sharing of good news 
(October 9, 2006, field notes), the benefit of many new programs, and seeking 
motivators to encourage better attendance. This sense of community is further 
validated in Internet survey Question 2 (90% strongly agree or agree); Question 
6, which discusses ESU and LES working jointly on the school improvement plan 
(70% strongly agree or agree); and Question 11, which discusses ESU and LES 
faculty collaboratively discussing teaching and learning (77% strongly agree or 
agree). 
Responses to focused interview Questions 2 and 5, which discuss 
affecting teaching and learning and collaboration, further indicate a strong sense 
of community: 
The goal of the PDS is to create and support great teaching. We do that 
through collaboration versus isolation. The school is very student centered 
and as we are training PDS teacher candidates we feel a greater 
friendship among one another. The program offers the teacher candidates 
a chance to practice what is studied versus just learn it at the university 
and then try to go out and teach it. 
 
 
There would be a lot less collaboration without the PDS. We have a give-
and-take relationship, and the teachers and PDS candidates are more 
involved. PDS candidates are more confident and they contribute to the 
school community, while the faculty also learn from them and try to 
challenge them. 
 
 
By using the case-study method, teacher candidates work one on one with 
a student. All-day kindergarten has been a benefit to teacher 
collaboration. More attention is given to individual students on an ongoing 
basis. There is more small-group work, and teachers have learned to work 
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together even when we are using inclusion, which we may begin to stop at 
grade level in order to allow students to stay in the classroom more versus 
being pulled out. 
 
 
It would be interesting to see if the PDS has affected our PSSA scores. 
Critical questions are answered by the site council, which works with the 
teachers. Individual classes are based on small-group instruction. There is 
much more value and quality added to our teaching because of the PDS. 
 
 
There are more open doors, which equals collaboration. There is more 
professional development in literacy. Teaching is much more of a shared 
practice and we can take a look at our practices much more. 
 
 While visiting a classroom that was led through small-group instruction 
(October 10, 2006, field notes), the researcher noted that the PDS candidate and 
mentor teacher worked collaboratively and taught a reading lesson that 
incorporated many strategies. Observed data, such as higher-level questioning of 
students and team teaching that incorporated reflective practice, also indicated 
that the intern and the mentor teacher both gained knowledge pre- and 
postinstruction due to the dissemination of student results. In addition, creativity 
was expressed by both the students and the interns as differentiation was used 
during the lesson to change the lesson format where necessary to enhance 
student learning and participation. This discovery was further supported by the 
responses to Question 19 (73% strongly agree or agree), Question 5 (87% 
strongly agree or agree), Question 1 (87% strongly agree or agree), and 
Question 4 (90% strongly agree or agree). Within this process, the researcher 
also noted that scaffolding, reflection, and student coaching were apparent as a 
part of the teaching/learning process utilized by instructors to keep students 
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engaged (October 10, 2006, field notes). This is further supported by focused 
interview responses to Question 6: 
The goal of the PDS is to create and support great teaching. We do that 
through collaboration versus isolation. The school is very student 
centered, and as we are training teachers we feel a greater friendship 
among one another. 
 
Detailed responses to Question 6 include experiences in schools, a high level of 
comfort, more exposure to teaching, application of teaching skills, interactive 
problem solving, and experiences in the classroom. 
 
Summary of Triangulation 
 The researcher used the process of triangulation, using multiple sources 
of data in the form of survey results, observations/analytical notes, and focused 
interviews, which were reviewed to answer the question of teacher and 
administrator perceptions. Through triangulation, the researcher also sought to 
minimize any bias by checking the findings multiple times and focusing on what 
the perceptions were, as reported, and how they framed the research questions. 
Using triangulation, a clear indication of common and emerging themes 
was examined as the researcher sought to answer the research question and to 
verify that, as the literature indicates, the PDS process allows teachers to work in 
collaboration, enhance professional practice, and train teacher candidates in a 
collaborative atmosphere. In addition, the researcher noted in the ESU PDS a 
sense of community that engages university professors and teachers in creating 
a community of learners. 
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Summary of Qualitative Data 
Data from the qualitative areas of this survey allowed the researcher to 
describe the perceptions of teachers and administrators in the ESU PDS, and by 
using a system of triangulation of multiple sources of data, to discuss teacher 
and administrator perceptions of the ESU PDS at Lincoln Elementary School. 
The data were studied and analyzed to discover patterns of perceptions of 
teachers and administrators in the ESU PDS, and to understand how the PDS 
process leads to changes in a school’s culture, while also verifying which 
changes can be attributed to the PDS model. 
 
Summary 
This study used both quantitative and qualitative research methods to 
obtain the perceptions of teachers and administrators of the ESU PDS at Lincoln 
Elementary School. Quantitative data was collected through the use of a 20-
question Internet survey, which was taken by the LES staff members. The 
researcher found that quantitative data showed that the PDS encourages 
collaboration, creates a community of learners, and encourages teacher 
empowerment. 
Using focused research questions, data was gathered from the 
administrator, the PDS coordinator, mentor teachers, and teacher candidates. 
Seven interviews were conducted by the researcher and notes were taken during 
the interviews, which lasted from 30 minutes to 1 hour. Significant findings were 
noted and were analyzed though a method of triangulation, which allowed the 
researcher to note common themes and to examine responses, while limiting 
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bias in the study. A discussion of the significance and implications of the findings 
of this study are discussed in chapter 5. 
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CHAPTER 5: SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND IMPLICATIONS 
 This study was designed to investigate the perceptions of the 
administrator, mentor teachers, and teacher candidates in the East Stroudsburg 
University PDS, which is operated at Lincoln Elementary School in Bethlehem, 
Pennsylvania. The study utilized a combination of quantitative and qualitative 
research methods. The quantitative methods included an Internet survey of 
professional staff currently teaching at LES. This data was used to help correlate 
perceptions centered around the ESU PDS. This survey also included questions 
about collaboration, inquiry, teacher-candidate training, and development of the 
PDS. 
The qualitative data was gathered by conducting seven focused interviews 
with the administrator, PDS coordinator, teacher candidates, and mentor 
teachers. Each interview lasted approximately 30 minutes to 1 hour, and data 
was collected by the researcher in the form of notes. Many times during the 
focused interview process the research asked interviewees to expand on 
questions, to go deeper into the answers provided, and to explain perceptions as 
they related to the PDS. 
To triangulate the data, the researcher used multiple sources of data in 
the form of survey results, observations/analytical notes, and focused interviews, 
which were reviewed to answer the question of teacher and administrator 
perceptions. By using triangulation, the researcher also sought to minimize any 
bias, checking the findings multiple times and focusing on what the perceptions 
were, as reported, and how they framed the research questions. 
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Summary 
As an institution devoted to change, a PDS is grounded in the theory that 
closing the gap between universities and public schools leads to the formation of 
collaborative efforts, which in turn improves teacher training and the education of 
students. Goodlad (1993) suggests that a professional development school 
would be a school dedicated to training teachers and improving schools through 
a system of collaboration and inquiry into teaching and learning. 
Unique to a PDS, teacher candidates would experience positive impact on 
their teaching, and veteran teachers would experience a wealth of new 
knowledge and ideas and help train teacher candidates to meet the needs of the 
next century. The PDS, according to NCATE (2001), has the mission of training 
preservice teachers, providing ongoing professional development opportunities to 
in-service (veteran) teachers, and conducting research to improve teaching 
practices and enhance student achievement. 
By developing the Standards for Professional Development Schools, 
NCATE (2001) has sought to bring rigor to the PDS conceptual framework. The 
five standards developed by NCATE were designed to be interconnected rather 
than separate. They include the following: 
1. The PDS is a learning-centered community that supports the integrated 
learning and development of P–12 students, candidates, and PDS partners 
through inquiry-based practices. 
2. PDS partners are accountable to themselves and to the public for 
upholding professional standards for teaching and learning. 
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3. PDS partners and partner institutions move from independent to 
interdependent practice through a process of committing themselves and each 
other to encourage joint work focused on implementing the PDS mission. 
4. PDS partners and candidates develop and demonstrate knowledge, 
skills, and dispositions resulting in learning for all P–12 students. 
5. The PDS partnership uses its authority and resources to articulate its 
mission and establish governing structures that support the learning and 
development of P–12 students, candidates, faculty, and other professionals. 
The present study utilized two methods of data collection: qualitative and 
quantitative. The quantitative data was collected through an Internet survey that 
the researcher created using Zoomerang software. This survey created a link 
that was accessed by the administrator and building professionals at Lincoln 
Elementary School. Thirty of 35 professionals responded to the survey, an 85% 
response rate. This was lower than the researcher had hoped for but much 
higher than the 50% to 75% required to quantify and validate research. 
To gather the qualitative data, interviews of the administrator, the PDS 
coordinator, three mentor teachers, and two PDS teacher candidates took place 
at Lincoln Elementary School. The researcher used 10 focused interview 
questions (Appendix F) that allowed interviewees to go into depth during the 
questioning. Sometimes the researcher asked respondents to clarify responses 
or to go deeper into the questions. The qualitative data were analyzed by 
categorizing responses into common themes, using triangulation of the data to 
minimize any bias by checking the findings multiple times and focusing on what 
the perceptions were, as reported, and how they framed the research questions. 
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Summary of Findings 
In discussing the findings of this study, the researcher, using quantitative 
and qualitative data, notes that the ESU PDS has changed the culture and 
behaviors of the faculty, which directly relates to research Question 1: Has the 
PDS changed the culture and behaviors of the faculty? 
Although changes due to the PDS were expected, the results of the study 
indicate that the ESU PDS has (a) increased the collaboration between 
professionals in the school (a response rate of 90% on Internet survey Question 
2); (b) utilized a system of student-centered learning and research to identify 
problems; (c) increased professional development, especially in the guided 
reading and language arts areas; (d) allowed veteran and teacher candidates to 
learn from one another using reflective practice and collaboration; (e) allowed for 
better training of teacher candidates; and (f) allowed for a practice that 
encourages high expectations for student achievement.  
Regarding the subquestion of the study, What are the observable changes 
attributed to the ESU PDS model?, field notes, triangulation, responses to the 
surveys, and comments gathered as perceptual data indicate that the ESU PDS 
has changed the teaching professionals within the school. They truly collaborate 
in multiple areas rather than working in isolation. In addition, the measured 
perceptions of LES staff indicate that the PDS has created a sense of community 
among school professionals within LES and the community, which further allows 
teachers and teacher candidates to work collaboratively to meet students’ 
educational needs. 
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Discussion of Findings 
 The purpose of this study was to examine and identify the perceptions of 
teachers and administrators in the ESU PDS at Lincoln Elementary School, to 
determine whether the PDS has changed the culture of the school, and if so, 
what changes are attributed to the ESU PDS. Equally importantly, this study 
sought to understand how the reflective and inquiry processes of a PDS affected 
collaboration and instructional practices at the elementary school. 
Whereas the quantitative data provided information about teacher-
candidate development, research, roles, and involvement in the PDS, the 
qualitative data analysis revealed perceptions regarding PDS involvement, future 
goals, PDS implementation levels, behavior changes in teaching and 
collaboration, and changes in leadership at the school and university levels. By 
triangulating these data patterns and the relationships that exist across the data 
sources, types were identified and used to help understand perceptions. 
The Internet survey and focused interview questions indicate that changes 
such as a collaborative community, research projects centered on student 
learning, inquiry into teaching and learning, and professional development 
focused on specific curricular areas can be attributed to the ESU PDS. 
Furthermore, these unique changes in the LES school structure would, of course, 
be necessary to create a PDS that links the school and university. Although 
schools achieve change through new curricula and programs, the researcher 
notes that in the PDS those changes are more focused toward the goal of school 
improvement and student learning, and also include changes aimed at 
professional development of teaching to increase student learning. 
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Murray (1996) and Million and Vare (1996) compare PDS sites to medical 
education teaching schools. There is a clear opportunity in a PDS for teacher 
candidates to prepare for teaching by spending more time in the classroom 
rather than in a traditional teacher training school. This, of course, relates directly 
to the medical model of education; teachers and students are grounded in the 
research focused on improving the school model. 
Over 65% of the Internet survey respondents and almost all of the focused 
interview respondents indicated that the PDS is a good model for training teacher 
candidates, and over 75% of the respondents indicated that the ESU PDS was 
committed to creating a better teaching environment and working with the 
university professors to solve problems and implement new programs. 
Research, collaboration, and reflective practice serve as key elements of a 
PDS throughout its growth and development. By using these three components, 
PDSs foster a continual learning model, creating learning communities within a 
school. The collaboration between teachers and university professors in a PDS 
grows as a part of school improvement and problem solving. 
Darling-Hammond (1996) notes that teachers in a PDS would be retrained 
to be involved in their own educational research, in professional development, 
and in active research about teaching and learning. Murray (1993) suggests that 
“research in a PDS is conducted to solve practical and theoretical problems in 
order to enhance student learning and add to the body of knowledge about 
learning” (p. 61). In support of this, the researcher notes that teacher candidates 
in the ESU PDS were required to complete a case study of an at-risk student and 
to report progress. Such an activity supports the PDS’s overall goal of improving 
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education for students and allowing practitioners to become more grounded in 
educational research. Teitel (1997) proposes that university and P–12 faculty 
work jointly to use research to improve student learning. Additionally, Murray 
(1993) states that PDSs are a new institution, dedicated to the improvement of 
educational outcomes. 
Many interviewees and focused survey respondents indicated that there 
were advantages to the collaboration in the ESU PDS; however, one respondent 
noted that communication between the ESU PDS and LES may need 
improvement. Areas such as curriculum, scheduling, and concepts taught by the 
PDS candidates may need further improvement. Teitel (1997) notes that it may 
be difficult to assess the effect of the PDS on the teacher education program; 
however, the researcher notes that all of the respondents indicated the success 
of the ESU PDS and its effect on the teacher candidates. 
Kochan and Kunkel (1998) indicate that the PDS is a collaboration 
between two organizations with distinctly different missions. Colleges of 
education are traditionally focused on teacher education, whereas public schools, 
which are designed to provide education for P–12 students, have now evolved as 
a result of the No Child Left Behind act. In a PDS, schools and universities seek 
to form a collaboration that ultimately will enhance P–12 student achievement. As 
with any organization or collaboration, considerable effort must be exerted as the 
PDS moves forward in its implementation stages, and advantages apparent to 
the partnership must outweigh the disadvantages in order for the PDS to prosper 
and survive. 
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In this study, the researcher sought to answer the question, Has the PDS 
changed the culture and behaviors of the faculty? This is important in identifying 
what the PDS does for a school—in this case LES—and how those changes can 
affect the teaching and learning process. 
In reviewing the data, clear, observable and measurable patterns from 
data responses show that the culture of the school has changed due to the ESU 
PDS. This change, which is part of the overall goals of a PDS, has continued 
over time at a developmental level. Although the timing of the changes could be 
measured in a longitudinal study of the PDS as it began implementation, the 
present study measured changes and the perceptions of those changes 
qualitatively and over a shorter time period. 
Responses from the Internet survey and focused questions, along with 
analytic notes gathered by the researcher during many visits to the schools and 
discussions with university and school personnel, indicate a school culture based 
on (a) working with university professors to improve the school’s curriculum and 
teaching and learning; (b) programs implemented by PDS teacher candidates, 
including a science fair and tutoring; (c) a system of shared and collaborative 
leadership; (d) the ability to manage student problems by using case studies; (e) 
a commitment to teacher education; (f) the utilization of differentiated instruction; 
(g) teachers and PDS teacher candidates using reflective practice to become 
better educators; (h) more professional development in literacy; (i) teaching as a 
shared practice; (j) the ability to target at-risk students; and (k) a broader 
perspective on teaching. The perceptions also indicated a strong expectation that 
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student achievement would increase as a result of the collaboration between the 
school and the university. 
In linking behaviors directly to culture of the school, it seems apparent in 
this study that the ESU PDS has changed the culture of the LES faculty. Results 
from the data indicate (a) a culture of teachers working collaboratively with PDS 
teacher candidates, (b) the use of shared problem solving to define and correct 
student problems, (c) teachers volunteering for special projects, (d) more 
friendships among teachers, (e) a dialogue among the community of learners, 
and (f) the school becoming more student centered. Quantitative data indicates 
that collaboration is high (90% response rate), that there is a strong commitment 
to teacher education (87% response rate), and that there is a strong emphasis on 
working together to solve problems (85% response rate). 
 
Conclusions 
The following conclusions were drawn from this PDS study: 
1. The ESU PDS provides advantages and disadvantages. The majority of 
respondents’ perceptions indicate a strong belief in the collaboration between 
PDS teacher candidates and mentor teachers. In addition, it was indicated that 
the ESU professors visit the school and offer guidance and support in many 
areas. The results indicated that mentor teachers also were exposed to new 
ideas in teaching and learning. On the negative side, there were small indicators 
that the ESU PDS professors needed to communicate better with LES faculty 
and that there needed to be a stronger link between the ESU-required curriculum 
and the LES curriculum. 
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2. The ESU PDS allows teacher candidates to become better 
practitioners. Using a system of reflective practice, PDS teacher candidates kept 
reflective journals; spent more time in the classroom, in a hands-on mode; and 
developed better strategies for assessing students and understanding how 
children learn. 
3. Mentor teachers benefit from the ESU PDS relationship. Many areas of 
the study support a perception that mentor teachers benefit from the PDS. 
Focused interview responses indicate (a) a belief that fresh ideas and 
perspectives are brought in due to the collaboration (Question 1); (b) that 
collaboration is key to the PDS and helps create a community (Question 2); (c) 
that working with teacher candidates is important (Question 4); (d) that there is 
devotion and dedication to the collaboration (Questions 4 and 5); and (e) that the 
PDS offers many benefits to teacher candidates. 
All of the in-service teachers interviewed with focused questions indicated 
a growth in their practice due to the ESU PDS allowing teacher candidates to 
share new ideas and strategies, and due to a belief that the ESU PDS allows 
them to benefit and develop professionally in their teaching practices. As a result 
of the ESU PDS system of collaboration, even teachers without a teacher 
candidate were engaged in the ESU program, because teacher candidates were 
shared among different grade levels. 
4. Inquiry into teaching and learning may need to be further defined in the 
ESU PDS. The researcher noted that many respondents to the focused interview 
questions did not indicate a strong use of inquiry into teaching and learning—a 
PDS strength, according to the literature. On the Internet survey, inquiry 
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questions received surprisingly low rates individually in the areas of strongly 
agree and agree. Only 57% of respondents to Question 14 strongly agreed that 
inquiry is a part of the ESU PDS, and 43% agreed. Furthermore, in response to 
Question 15, the needs of diverse learners being met through a system of inquiry 
into teaching and learning, only 71% of respondents strongly agreed, and 14% 
agreed. The researcher surmises that the results should be higher in both areas, 
especially when discussing the strongly agree indicator of the survey. However, 
by combining strongly agree and agree in Questions 14 and 15, higher results 
were obtained. 
5. PDSs in the district do not work together collaboratively. Although one 
interviewee mentioned the other PDSs in the district, no mention of joint projects 
or joint research with the other PDSs is indicated. 
6. The effect on student learning as related to the ESU PDS has not been 
studied. Although the school has met adequate yearly progress goals, allowing it 
to move out of School Improvement Level I, there is no indication that the ESU 
PDS is responsible for this progress. 
7. There is no research centered on the ESU PDS. Although PDS teacher 
candidates conduct case studies of students as part of their projects, the results 
of which demonstrate increased achievement for at-risk students, there have 
been no formal research projects conducted by the LES faculty or the ESU 
professors. 
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Implications 
This study adds to the body of research concerning professional 
development schools. Based on findings, the following should be considered: 
 1. ESU has successfully created a PDS at LES. However, due to the age 
of the PDS, it might be difficult to compare this school to a traditional teacher-
training model and discern differences. 
2. There may be differences between the ESU PDS at LES and other 
PDSs in the district, and a lack of clear identifiers. This might indicate the need to 
review the NCATE standards for all of the district’s PDSs. 
3. There may be a lack of understanding within the district about what a 
PDS is. Because there is a new middle school that may follow the PDS model, 
this school may need help in development. 
4. There may be a lack of the definition of inquiry as related to a PDS. 
Survey responses indicate that inquiry into teaching and learning may need to be 
redefined, as it is a qualifier for a PDS to be successful. 
5. There may be a lack of understanding of the NCATE standards for 
professional development schools. The research at the ESU PDS, according to 
the researcher, may indicate that the school, as a PDS, needs to disseminate the 
NCATE standards and use them as developmental indicators. 
6. There may be a need to study student success at the ESU PDS and to 
further define whether the PDS has had a positive effect on student achievement. 
 
Implications and Future Study 
 This study was created to understand the perceptions of teachers and 
administrators in the ESU PDS, and to determine how the ESU PDS has affected 
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Lincoln Elementary School. In his effective-school research, Marzano (2003) 
indicates that the teacher is the most important factor affecting student learning. 
The PDS is designed as an effective model of teacher education and as a school 
that is grounded in research and theory. Unfortunately, as the literature review 
indicates, limited research is available on the PDS or evidence that collaboration 
and inquiry are occurring. This study attempts to add to the body of knowledge 
about PDSs, and indicates that PDSs yield an impact on teacher training, student 
learning, and school reform that is linked to changes in a school’s culture. 
This study indicates that yearlong internships in a PDS help prepare 
teacher candidates to use a system of inquiry and reflection, the strongest 
indicator of which is the reflective practice of teacher candidates using journals. 
Based on a thorough examination of the body of quantitative and 
qualitative data gathered through this study, the following recommendations are 
made: 
1. Because this study was limited to the ESU PDS at LES, further studies 
at the other PDSs in the Bethlehem district would be recommended, to 
disseminate the NCATE developmental standards and to understand the 
developmental stages of these other PDSs. This research could be used to help 
the new middle school PDSs develop. 
2. This study, using the Internet survey and focused interview questions, 
could be performed at multiple PDS sites to gain further insights into the PDS’s 
reflective and inquiry practices. 
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3. Further action should be taken to clarify the district and university 
curricula so that PDS teacher candidates are exposed to the curriculum of the 
district in which they work. 
4. Further action should be taken to improve the communication between 
university professors and school personnel. The researcher notes that 2 
interviewees indicated they would like to see the university professors visit the 
schools two to three times a week. 
5. Further action should be taken to study the effects of the PDS on 
student achievement. By studying student achievement, research could indicate 
how a PDS affects student performance as measured by adequate yearly 
progress standards. 
6. Further study should be undertaken to encourage the other ESU PDSs 
to work collaboratively. 
7. Further study should be taken to develop the ESU partnership in the 
community. 
 
Concluding Thoughts 
This study was designed to identify the common perceptions of ESU PDS 
teachers and administrators regarding the changes a PDS makes in a school’s 
culture and faculty behaviors, and the observable changes attributed to the ESU 
PDS. The study used an Internet survey and focused interview questions to gain 
an understanding of perceptions related to the ESU PDS. Open-ended questions 
allowed respondents to further describe their experiences and the researcher to 
go more in depth in the interview process. 
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In conclusion, this study has provided insights into ESU PDS faculty 
perceptions of collaboration, inquiry, reflective practice, cultural changes, and the 
effect of the PDS on teaching. The results reveal that teacher perceptions of the 
PDS are positive, that cultural changes occurring as a result of the PDS have 
created a more positive school atmosphere, and that as the partnership matures, 
full support for the PDS to expand in the school and its NCATE developmental 
levels should be continued. 
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Appendix A: NCATE Standards 
 
Standard I: Learning Community—Developmental Guidelines 
 
The PDS is a learning-centered community that supports the  The PDS partnership includes principal and supporting institutions 
integrated learning and development of P–12 students, candidates, and individuals. The principal PDS partners are members of the P–12 
and PDS partners through inquiry-based practice. PDS partners share schools and professional preparation programs who agree to 
a common vision of teaching and learning grounded in research and collaborate. The supporting PDS partner institutions include the 
practitioner knowledge. They believe that adults and children learn university, the school district, and the teacher union or professional 
best in the context of practice. Learning supported by this  education association(s). Arts and sciences faculty, other interested 
community results in change and improvement in individual practice school and university faculty, family members, community 
and in the policies and practices of the partnering institutions.  members, and other affiliated schools are important PDS participants 
          in the extended learning community. 
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Element Beginning Developing At Standard Leading 
 
 
 
Criteria used to construct levels 
 
Beliefs, verbal commitments, 
plans, organization, and initial work 
are consistent with the mission of a 
PDS 
 
The PDS partners pursue the mission of a 
PDS partnership with partial institutional 
support 
 
The mission of the PDS partnership is 
integrated into the partnering institutions. 
PDS work is expected and supported, and 
reflects what is known about the best 
practices. 
 
Advanced PDS work is 
sustaining and generative, 
leading to: 
1. Systemic changes in policy 
and practice in the partner 
institutions. 
2. Impact on policy at the 
district, state, and national 
levels. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Support multiple learners 
 
PDS participants plan an 
environment that 
simultaneously supports the 
learning of P–12 students, 
candidates, faculty, and other 
professionals. Their plans include 
the creation of field experiences 
and clinical practice to provide 
candidates with opportunities for 
full immersion in the learning 
community, professional 
development opportunities 
for faculty and other 
professionals, and an inquiry 
orientation to improve P–12 
student learning. 
 
 
The PDS environment provides 
support for integrated learning 
experiences that focus on adult and 
children’s learning, but these 
experiences may occur unevenly or 
without intentional communication among 
implementing groups. 
Candidates are in the PDS for 
extended periods of time and some effort 
is made to incorporate candidates into the 
school faculty. Candidates share 
responsibility with PDS partners for the 
learning of P– 12 students. School faculty 
participate in candidates’ preparation by 
serving as mentors, co-teachers, and as 
mentors, co-teachers, and 
colleagues in study groups, 
seminars, committees, and other 
professional, collegial activities. 
University faculty share their 
expertise, skills, and knowledge to support 
school improvement and candidate 
learning. 
 
 
The PDS provides an environment that 
simultaneously supports the learning of P–
12 students, candidates, faculty, and other 
professionals in an integrated way. 
Field experiences and clinical practice in 
the PDS provide candidates with 
opportunities for full immersion in the 
learning community. As members of the 
school faculty, with role descriptions 
appropriate to their levels of skills and 
knowledge, candidates share 
responsibility with PDS partners for the 
learning of P–12 students. 
Significant numbers of school faculty 
participate in candidates’ preparation by 
serving as mentors, co-teachers, and 
colleagues in study groups, seminars, 
colleagues in study groups, seminars, 
committees, and other professional, 
collegial activities. University faculty share 
their expertise, skills, and knowledge to 
support school improvement through 
direct and active participation in the PDS. 
University and school faculty share 
responsibility for P– 12 student and 
candidate learning using a “whole-team” 
approach that includes family members. 
University faculty, school faculty, and 
candidates work as a team to support the 
learning of P–12 students. 
 
 
Using a shared approach to 
candidate preparation, PDS 
partners include arts and 
sciences, professional 
education, and school faculty. 
Mechanisms are in place for 
PDS partners to share results 
and new knowledge with 
others in the extended 
learning community. All 
learners use their new 
knowledge to inform practice. 
Institutions and local and 
state entities use PDS 
generated knowledge to 
inform policies. 
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Work and Practice are 
Inquiry-Based and Focused 
on Learning. 
 
 
The PDS participants 
articulate a shared goal of 
improving and assessing the 
learning of P–12 students, 
candidates, faculty, and other 
professionals. 
They express the belief that 
action research and other 
forms of inquiry are valuable 
tools in improving 
instruction. 
 
 
Inquiry and action research are 
being used in some classrooms, 
there may not be a clear conception 
of connections among the learning 
of P–12 students, candidates, and 
experienced educators. 
Some university and school faculty 
visit classrooms to observe each 
other’s practice and to collect and 
share data; some use student 
outcome data to modify curriculum 
and instruction. 
 
 
Practice in the PDS and partnering 
university is inquiry-based and an 
inquiry orientation weaves together 
learning, accountability, and faculty 
development. 
Inquiry is used routinely at an individual 
classroom,  departmental, and school- 
level (at school and university) to inform 
decisions about which approaches to 
teaching and learning work best. 
 
 
Sustained collaborative inquiry 
into improved learning for P–12 
students at the center of the 
partnership’s vision and 
practices. 
Vehicles for sharing ideas and 
practices that have been 
successful in the PDS partnership 
are in place and are used 
influence practice in the school 
district(s) and throughout the 
university (arts and sciences as 
well as professional education 
unit). 
The PDS participants share their 
inquiry-based learning 
experiences results with 
audiences beyond the local PDS 
partnership. 
 
 
 
Develop a Common 
Shared Professional 
Vision of Teaching & 
Learning Grounded in 
Research and Practitioner 
Knowledge. 
 
 
PDS partners have a vision that 
includes an articulated set of beliefs 
about teaching and learning for P–12 
students, candidates, and 
PDS partners. 
They have a plan to support P–12 
student and professional learning in the 
context of practice. 
 
 
PDS partners can articulate the 
partnership’s vision and beliefs 
about learning in the context of 
practice for P–12 students, 
candidates, faculty, and other 
professionals. PDS partners can link 
some practices to their commonly-held 
beliefs. There are some examples of 
thoughtfully designed learning 
experiences and assessments based 
 
 
Because PDS partners believe that 
adults and children learn best in the 
context of practice, they develop and 
implement learning experiences and 
assessment 
processes that allow P–12 students, 
candidates, faculty, and other 
professionals to demonstrate what they 
know and are able to do. 
The learning experiences and 
assessment processes in the PDS 
reflect the most 
 
 
Substantive conversations about 
teaching and learning infuse the 
PDS partnership. 
There is a process for reviewing 
and revising the shared vision as 
the knowledge base of the PDS 
partnership changes . 
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Element 
 
Beginning 
 
Beginning 
 
At Standard 
 
Leading 
 
 
Knowledge. 
 
 experiences and assessments 
based on these beliefs. 
 
current research and the most 
advanced wisdom of practitioners. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Serve as 
Instrument of 
Change. 
 
 
PDS partners envision the 
PDS as an instrument for 
school and university 
improvement. 
School district and university 
support the PDS partnership 
and its potential to provide 
exemplars of inquiry -based 
practice and to impel policy 
changes. 
 
 
The PDS partnership has begun 
to realize its potential for 
changing school and university 
practice. 
Some members of each faculty 
have changed their instructional 
strategies, curriculum emphases, 
or research focuses as a result of 
their PDS activities. 
PDS partners are represented on 
each other’s governing and policy 
boards. 
 
 
Inquiry-based practice in the PDS 
sits at the intersection of 
professional education 
reform and school improvement. 
Because the professional 
preparation program and 
the school both view the PDS 
partnership as integral to their 
individual purposes , the 
PDS partnership leverages 
significant change. 
By integrating their expertise and 
knowledge of practice, PDS 
partners develop new approaches 
for examining and improving the 
practices of individuals and 
the policies of both institutions. 
Changes in policy and practice 
contemplated by PDS partner 
institutions are routinely filtered 
through the lens of the 
PDS partnership. 
 
 
The PDS partnership produces outcome 
data that drive changes in how P–12 
students, candidates, faculty, and other 
professionals learn. 
Partner institutions change policies and 
practices as a result of work done in 
PDSs. 
Multiple avenues for interaction with the 
profession, family members, and 
policymakers lead to policies and 
practices that reflect outcomes of PDS 
work. Intentional policies and practices at 
the institutional, local, and state level 
support PDS partnerships. 
 
 
 
 
Extended 
Learning 
Community. 
 
 
Although the relationship 
between the school and 
university may engage PDS 
partners in a limited fashion, 
there are plans for extending 
the learning community. 
There is a plan for creating 
forum to share practices and 
policies with other PDSs in 
the partnership and affiliated 
schools . 
 
 
PDS partners recognize the 
importance of extending the 
learning community to include 
family members, community 
members, arts and sciences 
faculty, and others. They have 
made efforts to involve at least 
one of these groups in their work. 
The PDS partnership has 
developed a forum for sharing 
practices and policies across 
PDSs and affiliated 
schools. 
 
 
The PDS partnership includes 
multiple partner institutions and 
has established relationships with 
multiple schools. 
A process is in place to articulate, 
understand, and address the 
professional and cultural 
differences of the various 
institutional partners. 
The PDS participants include arts 
and sciences faculty,. family 
members, and members of the 
community. 
 
 
The PDS partnership functions as an 
extended learning community for all 
participants, including arts and sciences 
faculty, family members, and other 
community, district, and university 
members. 
Structures exist for linking the 
policymaking groups of all partner 
institutions. Arts and sciences faculty are 
full partners in the PDS partnership, 
utilizing the professional education 
conceptual framework to guide teaching 
and learning practices for candidates . 
PDS partners engage family members in 
focusing on identifying students’ needs. 
Family members are fully 
informed as stakeholders in PDS work. 
 
 
  
180
Standard II: Accountability and Quality Assurance—Developmental Guidelines 
 
PDS partners are accountable to themselves and to the public for upholding professional standards for teaching and learning. 
They define clear criteria at the institutional and individual levels for participation. PDS partners collaboratively develop 
assessments, collect information, and use results to systematically examine their practices and establish outcome goals for all 
P–12 students, candidates, faculty, and other professionals. The PDS partnership demonstrates impact at the local, state, and 
national level on policies and practices affecting its work. 
 
Element 
 
Beginning 
 
Developing At Standard Leading 
 
 
Criteria used to 
construct levels 
 
Beliefs, verbal commitments, 
plans, organization, and 
initial work are consistent 
with the mission of PDS 
partnerships. 
 
The PDS partners pursue the 
mission of a PDS partnership with 
partial institutional support. 
 
The mission of the PDS 
partnership is integrated into 
the partnering institutions. 
PDS work is expected and 
supported, and reflects what is 
known about the best 
practices. 
 
Advanced PDS work is sustaining 
and generative, leading to: 
1. Systemic changes in policy and 
practice in the partner institutions. 
2. Impact on policy at the district, 
state, and national levels. 
 
 
 
Develop 
Professional 
Accountability. 
 
 
PDS partners have a plan in 
place for the collaborative 
development and 
prioritization of important 
questions about P–12 student, 
candidate, faculty and other 
professionals’ learning. 
They also have a plan in 
place for using local, state, 
and national standards for 
assessing all P–12 students, 
candidates, faculty and other 
professionals’ learning. 
 
 
PDS partners develop several 
important questions related to P–
12 student, candidate, faculty, 
and other professionals’ learning. 
Data are collected systematically 
to answer questions. Partners 
analyze data together and make 
some changes in practice as a 
result. PDS partners implement 
the plan for assessing P–12 
student, candidate, 
faculty, and other professionals’ 
learning based on local, state, 
and national standards. 
 
 
PDS partners connect their 
questions about learning by P–12 
students, candidates, faculty, and 
other professionals to the PDS’s 
purposes and mission, and to the 
practices and beliefs of 
participants. Through the process 
of asking and answering  
questions, partners examine 
whether and how much the PDS 
partnership increases learning for 
all. A continuous process of 
assessment and evaluation 
based on local, state, and 
national standards is 
integrated into the PDS 
partnership, resulting in continual 
refinement of practices and 
increased professionalism. 
They use their analyses to make 
constructive changes at the 
individual, institutional, and 
partnership levels. 
 
 
PDS partners use the outcomes 
of standards-based reviews to 
influence institutional policy. 
The PDS partner institutions play 
a leadership role in the larger 
community, shaping the 
discussion of changes in policies 
and practices. 
 
 
Assure Public 
Accountability. 
 
 
The school faculty report 
student achievement data to 
families and community. 
 
 
PDS partners are engaged in 
reporting to the public about the 
knowledge, skills, and 
dispositions 
 
 
PDS partners provide the public 
with evidence about what faculty, 
candidates, and P–12 students 
know and are able to do, 
 
 
PDS partner institutions provide 
leadership in shaping the 
discussion about public 
accountability. 
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Element 
 
Beginning 
 
Developing 
 
At Standard 
 
Leading 
 
  
PDS partners explore ways to 
collect and report evidence 
related to school and 
university faculty knowledge, 
skills, and dispositions. 
PDS partners discuss ways 
to engage families, 
policymakers, and the 
business community in 
shared responsibility for 
learning of P–12 students, 
candidates, faculty, and other 
professionals. 
 
 
 of P–12 students and 
candidates. A format for reporting 
evidence about faculty 
knowledge, skills, and 
dispositions is in place. 
The PDS participants include at 
least one of the following groups 
in shared responsibility for 
learning of P–12 students, 
candidates, faculty, and other 
professionals: families, policy 
makers, and/or the business 
community. 
 
 
and P–12 students know and are 
able to do, and the values and 
commitments toward which PDS 
partners and candidates are 
disposed. The PDS partnership 
develops strategies engaging 
families, policy makers, and the 
business community in sharing 
responsibility for the learning of 
P–12 students, candidates, 
faculty, and other professionals. 
 
 
Families, community members, 
policymakers, and the business 
community are fully engaged with 
the PDS partnership. 
 
 
 
 
Set PDS 
Participation 
Criteria. 
 
 
PDS partners develop explicit 
criteria for PDS participants 
at the institutional and 
individual levels. 
The PDS partner institutions 
are accredited or planning for 
accreditation. PDS partners 
identify skills and knowledge 
for faculty and plan training. 
Partners discuss criteria for 
candidates’ admission, 
program completion, and 
certification, and the 
relationship of these criteria 
to national standards. 
 
 
By establishing clear and shared 
criteria for individuals and 
institutions, PDS partners 
underscore their commitment to 
making informed choices. 
PDS partners establish explicit, 
public criteria for recruiting and 
selecting PDS participants. 
Partner institutions are accredited 
or undertake a similar institutional 
review and use results. 
Most PDS partners participate in 
training for new roles. 
Partners are aligning criteria for 
candidates’ admission, program 
completion, and certification with 
national standards. 
 
 
The PDS partner institutions are 
accredited. Both demonstrate a 
capacity to use results 
to improve practice. 
The open and public process for 
recruiting and selecting PDS 
faculty and other professionals 
reflects the partners’ shared 
beliefs about the skills and 
knowledge they value. PDS 
school faculty are licensed in 
the fields they teach and 
supervise. All PDS partners are 
experienced and recognized for 
their competence in their field. 
 
PDS partners participate in 
professional development 
activities to prepare for their 
new roles. As professionals, PDS 
partners develop criteria 
consistent with state and national 
standards for candidates’ 
admission to and completion of 
the preparation program and 
make recommendations for 
candidate certification based on 
the standards. 
 
 
The PDS partner institutions 
review criteria for individual and 
institutional 
partners, standards-based criteria 
for candidates’ admission to and 
completion of the preparation 
program, and ongoing 
professional development 
for PDS partner roles on a regular 
basis. All PDS partners are 
licensed in the fields they teach or 
supervise and are master 
teachers and recognized for their 
competence in their field. 
 
 
Develop 
Assessments, 
Collect 
Information, 
 
School faculty collect some 
data about P–12 student 
achievement and examine the 
impact of current practices 
 
 
PDS partners collect data from 
multiple sources and examine 
them systematically to identify the 
impact of individual teaching 
practices on P–12 student 
achievement. 
 
PDS partners develop the 
capacity to take knowledge-based 
action by regularly 
collecting information about the 
ways individuals’ practices and 
institutional 
 
The PDS partner institutions use 
the outcomes of continuous 
assessment, reflection, and 
actions as the lever for 
influencing public practices and 
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Element 
 
Beginning 
 
Developing 
 
At Standard 
 
Leading 
 
 
 
 
and Use 
Results. 
 
 
and norms on student learning. 
The PDS partners’ primary 
focus is on evaluation of 
candidate skills, knowledge, 
and dispositions in 
relationship to national 
standards.  
Candidate assessment is seen 
as the primary responsibility 
of university faculty, with some 
input from school faculty. 
 
 
P–12 student achievement. 
Partners are beginning to look at 
the impact of PDS programs and 
activities on student learning. 
PDS partners have begun some 
informal assessments of faculty 
skills, knowledge, and  
dispositions. 
Candidate assessment is seen as 
a shared responsibility among 
partners, with a greater range of 
assessments in place or being 
planned. 
 
 
policies affect the achievement of 
P–12 students. 
The partners revise their teaching 
and learning approaches by 
testing new ideas and 
questioning current norms and 
practices as they impact 
individual P–12 student 
achievement. 
As PDS partners systematically 
examine results related to how 
well, how much, and 
which P–12 students, candidates, 
faculty, and other professionals 
are learning, they begin a process 
of continuous assessment, 
reflection, and action that results 
in continuous improvement of 
learning for all PDS 
participants. They use multiple 
measures and multiple assessors 
to evaluate faculty and candidate 
skills, knowledge, and 
dispositions in relation to national, 
state, and unit standards. 
 
 
policies related to professional 
education quality and student 
achievement. 
 
 
 
 
 
Engage with 
the PDS 
Context. 
 
 
PDS partners have begun to 
explore the institutional and 
community supports and 
constraints to PDS work. 
Partners are aware of the 
need to engage with 
institutions and policymakers 
to influence policies. 
 
 
PDS partners have a clear picture 
of the institutional and community 
supports and constraints to PDS 
work and have a plan for 
influencing institutional and 
community policies. 
PDS partner institutions have 
begun to develop inter-
institutional relationships and 
connections with policymakers to 
influence policies and practices 
related to PDS work. 
 
 
The PDS partnership is engaged 
in continual dialog with the school 
district, community, state, 
professional education 
unit, and the college/university 
regarding achievement of goals 
and impact of  
institutional/community supports 
and constraints on PDS work. 
As the PDS partnership continues 
to develop appropriate and 
consistent ways provide all of its 
“publics” with evidence 
that participants are achieving 
their goals, the PDS partnership 
regularly examines supports and 
constraints provided by the 
larger institutions and 
communities to which the PDS 
and the university are connected. 
The partners explicitly examine 
the congruence between the work 
 
The PDS partnership engages 
with other institutions and 
policymakers to influence policies 
and practices related 
to PDS work. 
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of the PDS partnership and local, 
state, and national 
education policies. 
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Standard III: Collaboration—Developmental Guidelines 
 
PDS partners and partner institutions systematically move from independent to interdependent practice by committing 
themselves and committing to each other to engage in joint work focused on implementing the PDS mission. They 
collaboratively design roles and structures to support the PDS work and individual and institutional parity. PDS partners use 
their shared work to improve outcomes for P–12 students, candidates, faculty, and other professionals. The PDS partnership 
systematically recognizes and celebrates their joint work and the contributions of each partner. 
 
Element 
 
Beginning 
 
Developing 
 
At Standard 
 
Leading 
 
 
 
Criteria used to 
construct levels 
 
 
Beliefs, verbal commitments, 
plans, organization, and 
initial work are consistent 
with the mission of PDS 
partnerships. 
 
 
The PDS partners pursue the 
mission of a PDS partnership with 
partial institutional support. 
 
 
The mission of the PDS 
partnership is integrated into 
the partnering institutions. 
PDS work is expected and 
supported, and 
reflects what is known about 
the best 
practices. 
 
 
Advanced PDS work is sustaining 
and generative, leading to: 
1. Systemic changes in policy and 
practice in the partner institutions. 
2. Impact on policy at the district, 
state, and national levels. 
 
 
 
 
Engage in 
Joint Work. 
 
 
PDS partners collaboratively 
develop a plan for joint work 
that shapes the learning of 
candidates as well as P–12 
students. The plan supports 
collaborative decision-making 
approaches and strategies to 
implement the work of the PDS. 
The plan also delineates 
shared institutional goals and 
leadership and resource 
commitments. 
 
 
PDS partners collaborate on a 
variety of activities relating to 
candidate preparation, P–12 
student learning, and structural 
change (e.g., time and resource 
allocation). In general, the 
partners jointly implement lower 
stakes decisions and practices , 
with evidence of isolated 
examples of higher-stakes 
joint decision-making efforts. 
 
 
PDS partners use their shared 
work to improve outcomes for P–
12 students, candidates, faculty, 
and other professionals. 
Deeper levels of collaboration 
blur the boundaries between and 
among partner institutions. Fully 
integrated decision making for the 
PDS partnership exists in 
areas that were formerly the sole 
domain of one of the partner 
institutions. PDS participants 
invite engagement with 
and critique from the broader 
education and policy 
communities. Arts and sciences, 
school, and university faculty 
together plan for and implement 
the candidates’ curriculum and 
instruction. PDS partners select 
and prepare school and 
university faculty to mentor and 
supervise candidates. In 
response to the needs 
demonstrated by 
 
Collaboration expands the sphere 
of the partnership to include 
others in the university and 
community. 
The deeper involvement of 
district, union or professional 
education association, university, 
and community members allows 
for the spread of ideas 
to the broader sphere. 
Partners are engaged in 
simultaneous and mutual renewal 
and are willing and able to 
challenge one another on 
policies that might get in the way. 
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Element 
 
Beginning 
 
Developing 
 
At Standard 
 
Leading 
 
    
P–12 students, PDS partners 
collaboratively design staff 
development initiatives and 
undertake improvement-oriented 
inquiries. 
The PDS partners set standards 
for participation and learning 
outcomes together. The PDS 
partnership involves families. 
 
 
 
 
Design Roles 
and Structures 
to Enhance 
Collaboration 
and Develop 
Parity. 
 
 
The development of new 
roles and the necessary 
reallocation of resources are 
discussed and agreed to by 
the PDS participants. 
PDS participants agree to 
operate the PDS in ways that 
recognize and encourage 
parity among the partners. 
 
 
New roles for PDS participants 
are evident for some members. 
There is evidence of parity in 
some of the decision-making 
processes and resource 
allocations. 
 
 
Norms, roles, structures, and 
resource allocations in the PDS 
partnership reflect 
the PDS partner institutions’ 
commitment parity. 
PDS partnership committees 
include representatives from 
constituent groups and 
clearly define the expectations 
and responsibilities of partner 
institutions. 
The PDS partnership designs 
structures, including reward 
structures, to support 
collaboration among PDS 
partners, within the partnering 
institutions, and among the 
extended learning communities. 
 
 
Long-term shifts of culture and 
norms are woven into the partner 
institutions, including roles and 
mutual expectations 
and commitments of participants. 
All PDS partner institutions are 
committed to the renewal and 
improvement of schools and 
teacher education. 
PDS partner institutions engage 
district and state policymakers to 
allocate additional resources for 
PDS partners and support 
changes in roles and 
structures at institutional levels. 
 
 
Systematically 
Recognize and 
Celebrate Joint Work 
And Contributions 
of Each Partner. 
 
 
joint work in the PDS is 
expressed as a value of the 
PDS participants and 
institutional leaders. 
 
 
PDS partner institutions respect 
and value the beliefs, needs, and 
goals of all participants. Partners 
depend on each other to 
accomplish some their 
professional goals. 
 
 
PDS partner institutions maintain 
the norm of joint and collaborative 
work. 
Appreciating, valuing, and 
celebrating PDS work by all 
members of the partnership is 
an important part of the culture 
and reward structure. 
 
 
Appreciating, valuing, and 
celebrating PDS work by all PDS 
partner institutions is a routine 
and widespread part of the culture 
and reward structure. 
District and state policymakers 
recognize and reward PDS work. 
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Standard IV: Diversity and Equity—Developmental Guidelines 
PDS partners and candidates develop and demonstrate knowledge, skills, and dispositions resulting in learning for all P–
12 students. PDS partners ensure that the policies and practices of the PDS partner institutions result in equitable 
learning outcomes for all PDS participants. PDS partners include diverse participants and diverse learning communities 
for PDS work. 
 
Element 
 
Beginning 
 
Developing 
 
At Standard 
 
Leading 
 
 
Criteria used to 
construct levels 
 
 
Beliefs, verbal commitments, 
plans, organization, and 
initial work are consistent 
with the mission of PDS 
partnerships. 
 
 
The PDS partners pursue the 
mission of a PDS partnership 
with partial institutional 
support. 
 
 
The mission of the PDS 
partnership is 
integrated into the 
partnering institutions. 
PDS work is expected and 
supported, and reflects what 
is known about the best 
practices. 
 
 
Advanced PDS work is 
sustaining and 
generative, leading to: 
1. Systemic changes in policy 
and practice in the partner 
institutions. 
2. Impact on policy at the 
district, state, and national 
levels. 
 
 
Ensure 
Equitable 
Opportunities 
to Learn. 
 
 
PDS partners and candidates 
examine the gaps in 
achievement among racial 
groups. 
PDS partners and candidates 
examine the curricula of the 
university and school 
programs in light of issues of 
equity and access to 
knowledge by diverse 
learners. PDS partners begin 
to expand their curricula to 
include multicultural and 
global perspectives. 
PDS partners and candidates 
begin to engage in learning 
experiences that allow them 
to develop the proficiencies 
to support P–12 students with 
exceptionalities and those 
from diverse groups 
including ethnic, racial, 
gender, and socioeconomic 
groups. 
 
 
PDS partners and candidates 
develop systems to use 
information to address 
the gaps in achievement among 
racial groups. 
The curricula in the university and 
school programs reflect issues of 
equity and access to knowledge 
by diverse learners. PDS partners 
and candidates begin to teach 
from multicultural and global 
perspectives that draw on the 
histories, experiences, and 
diverse cultural backgrounds of 
all people. PDS partners and 
candidates implement 
strategies to support P–12 
students with exceptionalities and 
those from diverse groups 
including ethnic, racial, gender, 
and socioeconomic 
groups. 
Familial aspirations for children 
broaden the PDS’s understanding 
of multiple measures of student 
success. 
 
 
PDS partners and candidates 
systematically analyze data to 
address the gaps in achievement 
among racial groups. 
PDS partners implement curricula 
in the university and school 
programs that reflect 
issues of equity and access to 
knowledge by diverse learners. 
PDS partners and 
candidates are able to teach from 
multicultural and global 
perspectives that draw on the 
histories, experiences, and 
diverse cultural backgrounds of 
all people. 
By integrating the aspirations 
identified by P–12 students and 
families, PDS partners 
and candidates increase their 
capacity to support P–12 students 
with exceptionalities and those 
from diverse groups including  
ethnic, racial, gender, and 
socioeconomic groups. 
 
 
PDS partners present data to the 
professional and policymaking 
community showing the ways in 
which they have decreased the gaps 
in achievement among racial groups. 
PDS partner institutions create 
mechanisms to disseminate curricula 
in the university and school programs 
that 
reflect issues of equity and access to 
knowledge by diverse learners. 
PDS partners model for the 
professional community the ways in 
which they teach from multicultural 
and global perspectives that draw on 
the histories, experiences, and 
diverse cultural backgrounds of all 
people. 
PDS partners share their knowledge 
with the professional  
community about integrating familial 
aspirations for P–12 
students. They demonstrate to 
colleagues and the community the 
ways in which they support P–12 
students with exceptionalities and 
those from 
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Element 
 
Beginning 
 
Developing 
 
At Standard 
 
Leading 
 
  
PDS partners consider family 
aspirations in the goal setting 
for P–12 students. 
 
   
diverse groups including ethnic, 
racial, gender, and socioeconomic 
groups. 
 
 
Evaluate 
Policies and 
Practices to 
Support 
Equitable 
Learning 
Outcomes. 
 
 
School and university PDS 
partners recognize that their 
curricula, instructional 
approaches, and assessment 
strategies affect outcomes for 
diverse P–12 students and 
candidates. 
PDS partners examine 
multiple and varied 
assessment approaches to 
measure learning in the PDS. 
PDS partners engage families 
and community in support of 
P–12 student learning 
 
 
PDS partnership agreement 
specifies processes to evaluate 
the extent to which the PDS 
partner institutions 
provide equitable learning 
opportunities and outcomes, and 
the ways in which they use 
results. 
The PDS partner institutions 
develop systems to examine how 
their curricula, instructional 
approaches, and assessment 
strategies affect outcomes for 
diverse P–12 students 
and candidates. 
PDS partners use multiple and 
varied assessment approaches to 
measure learning in the PDS and 
university partner. 
PDS partners develop additional 
strategies to engage families and 
community in support of P–12 
student learning. 
 
 
The PDS partnership implements 
processes to evaluate the extent 
to which the PDS partner 
institutions provide 
equitable learning opportunities 
and outcomes. Partner 
institutions evaluate 
their processes for using results. 
The PDS partners systematically 
examine how their curricula, 
instructional approaches, and 
assessment strategies affect 
outcomes for diverse P–12 
students and candidates. 
PDS partners use multiple and 
varied assessment approaches to 
measure learning in the PDS. P–
12 students and candidates 
with diverse learning needs show 
continuing achievement gains. 
PDS partners engage increasing 
numbers of families and 
community members in 
support of P–12 student learning. 
 
 
PDS partners use a shared family 
student - faculty-candidate approach 
to set goals for P–12 students and to 
examine results collaboratively. 
P–12 student and candidate results 
indicate that the PDS partnership 
significantly reduces historic 
achievement gaps. 
The PDS partner institutions 
demonstrate to colleagues and the 
community how they evaluate the 
connections between the outcomes 
achieved by diverse P–12 students 
and candidates and the curricula, 
instructional approaches, and 
assessment strategies used in the 
PDS 
and university. 
 
 
Recruit and 
Support 
Diverse 
Participants. 
 
 
The PDS partner institutions 
begin to develop practices 
and policies to recruit diverse 
candidates, faculty and other 
professionals to engage in 
PDS work. 
PDS partners examine the 
opportunities they provide for 
candidates, faculty, and other 
professionals to develop and 
demonstrate their capacity to 
 
work well with diverse 
learners and their families. 
 
 
The PDS partner institutions 
implement practices and policies 
to recruit diverse candidates, 
faculty, and other professionals to 
engage in PDS work. 
The PDS partner institutions 
begin to develop an array of 
academic, financial, and social  
support mechanisms to increase 
candidates’ success. 
PDS partners seek to expand the 
 
partnership by initiating 
discussions with new PDSs or 
affiliated schools in diverse 
communities. 
 
 
The PDS partner institutions 
uphold practices and policies to 
recruit diverse candidates, faculty, 
and other professionals 
to engage in PDS work. 
The PDS partner institutions 
provide candidates with an array 
of academic, financial, and social  
support mechanisms 
to increase their success. 
Candidates and PDS partners  
 
develop and demonstrate their 
capacity to work well with diverse 
learners and their families at 
partnership sites. 
The PDS partnership includes 
PDSs or affiliated schools in 
diverse communities. 
 
 
At each PDS and across the PDS 
partner institutions the partners 
examine the results of their practices 
and policies aimed at the recruitment 
and support of diverse candidates, 
faculty, and other professionals. 
Using these results, PDS partners  
refine their approaches to recruitment 
and support. 
PDS partners demonstrate to 
colleagues and the professional and  
 
policy community those practices and 
policies that increase the capacity of 
candidates and faculty to work well 
with diverse learners and their 
families. 
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Standard V: Structures, Resources, and Roles—Developmental Guidelines 
 
The PDS partnership uses its authority and resources to articulate its mission and establish governing structures that support 
the learning and development of P–12 students, candidates, faculty, and other professionals. The partner institutions ensure 
that structures, programs, and resource decisions support the partnership’s mission. 
They create new roles and modify existing roles for P–12 students, candidates, faculty, and other professionals, to achieve the 
PDS mission. The partnership effectively uses communication for coordination and linkage with the school district, university, 
and other constituencies and to inform the public, policy makers, and professional audiences of its work. 
 
Element 
 
Beginning 
 
Developing 
 
At Standard 
 
Leading 
 
 
Criteria used to 
construct levels 
 
 
Beliefs, verbal 
commitments, plans, 
organization, and initial 
work are consistent with 
the mission of PDS 
partnerships. 
 
 
The PDS partners pursue the 
mission 
of a PDS partnership with partial 
institutional support. 
 
 
The mission of the PDS 
partnership is integrated into 
the partnering institutions. 
PDS work is expected and 
supported, and reflects what is 
known about the best 
practices. 
 
Advanced PDS work is sustaining 
generative, leading to: 
1. Systemic changes in policy and 
practice in the partner institutions. 
2. Impact on policy at the district, 
university, and state levels. 
 
 
Establish 
Governance and 
Support 
Structures. 
 
 
The PDS partner 
institutions agree to form a 
professional development 
school and to develop a 
joint mission statement. 
Institutional leaders 
participate in early 
discussions and decisions 
about PDS work. 
 
 
PDS partner institutions enter into 
a written agreement that commits 
the school district, the teacher 
union or professional education 
association, and the university to 
the mission and support of the 
PDS partnership. 
The PDS partnership establishes 
a governing council that 
represents all PDS partner 
institutions. The council 
meets to plan, implement, and 
monitor the PDS partnership’s 
effectiveness. 
Institutional leaders demonstrate 
their commitment to PDS work. 
Leaders use their positional 
authority to inform all critical 
constituencies about PDS work 
 
 
The PDS partnership is integral to 
the operation of both the school 
and the university; the PDS is 
used in job descriptions, course 
catalogs, integrated into core 
values, culture and, in general, is 
“woven into the fabric” of the 
partner institutions. 
A critical mass of participants—
both within and across the partner 
institutions— are engaged in the 
PDS partnership, including those 
in leadership and authority 
positions. 
The governing council meets 
regularly and engages a range of 
faculty, staff, and administrators 
from partner institutions in 
systematic oversight of 
collaborative work. 
The work, governance, and 
support structures of the PDS 
partnership include 
 
 
PDS participants help create and 
support an advocacy organization 
to represent the PDS partnership 
in local, state, and national 
arenas. 
This PDS advocacy organization 
includes family, community 
groups, business groups, 
educational agencies, 
and lobbyists. The organization 
lobbies at local, state, and 
national levels for 
changes in school and teacher 
education policy based on 
research and experiences 
developed from the use of 
best practices. 
PDS partnership governance is 
smoothly integrated with the 
governance structures of each 
partner institution in ways that 
reflect long-range and stable 
revenue streams, as well as the 
simultaneous and mutual 
renewal of partner institutions. 
Institutional mechanisms provide 
the structural support necessary 
to sustain a  
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Element 
 
Beginning 
 
Developing 
 
At Standard 
 
Leading 
 
    
arts and sciences faculty, as well 
as family and community groups. 
 
 
structural support necessary to 
sustain culture in which change is 
normative. 
Institutional leaders play 
significant advocacy roles. 
 
 
Ensure Progress 
Towards Goals. 
 
 
PDS partners articulate 
partnership goals that tie 
to local needs and are 
consistent with the mission 
of PDSs. The PDS partners 
agree to place P–12 
students’ needs at the 
center of PDS work. 
 
 
Understanding of the PDS 
partnership mission spreads to an 
increasing number of participants. 
PDS partners conduct some 
research to assess effectiveness 
of the PDS partnership, and to 
evaluate future needs. 
 
 
The PDS partner institutions 
implement process to evaluate 
needs and effectiveness in light of 
the PDS partnership’s mission. 
 
 
The PDS partner institutions have 
established mechanisms for 
regular review of progress toward 
initial and developing goals of the 
PDS partnership, with particular 
emphasis on the impact of the 
PDS on P–12 student learning. 
 
 
 
 
 
Create PDS 
Roles. 
 
 
New roles emerge in the 
PDS partner institutions for 
those involved in PDS 
work. 
PDS partners plan 
professional development 
opportunities for faculty 
and other professionals to 
develop leadership, 
inquiry, and other 
boundary-spanning skills. 
 
 
A growing number of individuals 
are engaged in PDS work, 
although PDS work is often in 
addition to their regular duties. 
There is evidence of some 
training and support. 
PDS partners have a growing 
understanding of the complexities 
of their partnership and the 
boundary spanning issues that 
arise. 
 
 
The PDS partner institutions 
create and modify existing roles, 
moving beyond traditional roles 
and institutional borders to 
support the PDS mission. 
Partner institutions encourage, 
develop, and support boundary-
spanning roles. The partner 
institutions establish job 
descriptions that include 
qualifications for entry, 
performance criteria, and 
processes for entry and exit. 
PDS-related work is woven into 
the regular job descriptions of 
PDS partners, and is not an “add-
on.” 
Participants in these new roles 
are prepared and supported in 
them through a range of 
professional development 
activities. 
The reward system, including 
salaries, incentives, promotion, 
and tenure, at partner institutions 
reflects the importance 
of PDS work. 
 
 
A mechanism exists to allow for 
the creation and support of new 
roles in all PDS partner 
institutions. 
Local, state, and national 
policymakers provide additional 
financial support for 
new PDS partnership roles. 
 
 
 
Resources. 
 
Partner institutions identify 
kinds of resources needed 
to support PDS work. 
 
Partner institutions commit time 
and sources to the PDS, but 
these commitments often rely 
 
Partner institutions garner and 
allocate resources to support 
PDS work. As part of 
 
Partners secure sustained 
resource support for PDS work 
from local, state, 
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  upon grant funding and/or 
donated time of PDS 
 
their institutional commitment to 
the PDS partnership, the partner 
institutions provide participants 
with specific resources 
 
and national sources. 
 
 
 
Element 
 
Beginning 
 
Developing 
 
At Standard 
 
Leading 
 
   
funding and/or donated time of 
PDS partners. 
 
 
including time, space, incentives, 
professional expertise, 
leadership, vision, 
technology, public relations, and 
access community partners to 
advance the PDS 
work. 
PDS partners develop and 
monitor an annual budget that 
commits shared resources to the 
PDS. Adequate resources 
are available, including budget 
lines at partner institutions that 
permit PDS partners to do PDS 
work during their regular work 
day. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Use Effective 
Communication. 
 
 
PDS participants see 
communication as a key 
goal. They recognize the 
importance of clear 
communication 
mechanisms. 
 
 
There is evidence of attention to 
creating effective communication 
in the PDS partnership among 
partners and other participants 
 
 
PDS partner institutions create 
communication links with the 
broader school district and 
university communities. 
Partners institutions receive and 
exchange information about PDS 
work plans, resources, and 
structures . 
 
 
Communication mechanisms are 
in place to disseminate 
information to various 
stakeholders within the PDS 
partnership and to other 
constituent groups, especially to 
those who participate in the 
advocacy organization. 
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Appendix B: Interview Protocol 
 
 
Semi-Structured Focused Interviews require a predetermined set of questions 
that are asked in the same order for each participant’s interview.  
 
This interview protocol is the determining factor in what can and cannot be 
analyzed later. “What the investigator does not capture…will be lost forever” 
(McCracken 1988, p. 38). 
 
 
▪ Interview research is a mainstay of social science qualitative data 
 collection. 
 
▪ The interview, either in person or over the telephone, allows for 
 interaction between the researcher and the respondent. This 
 interaction can be structured, driven by a carefully worded interview 
 script that channels the topics of the interview. It can also be highly 
 unstructured, allowing the respondent to tell stories, give examples, 
 and often unearth issues that the interviewer finds novel or 
 counterintuitive.  
 
▪ Interviews allow for clarification of definitions, elaboration on topics, 
 and collection of the  respondent’s own words or usage in a way 
 not supported by questionnaires or surveys. The researcher often 
 asks permission to record the interview, and to quote the 
 respondent anonymously in research reports.  
 
▪ The strength of interviews is in the qualitative data that the 
 researcher collects. The main role of the interviewer is to guide the 
 dialog, clearing up any confusion before the interview is over, and 
 remaining neutral so that the respondent’s remarks are not biased 
 by the behavior of the researcher (McCracken, 1988).  
 
After conducting a number of interviews, the researcher will analyze the data, 
looking for patterns, definitions, stories, and lessons that cut across the material 
elicited from all respondents. 
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Appendix C: LES Survey Results 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Filter: No filter applied 
Results Overview  
Results Individual Responses Raw Data Export  
Edit & Review Invite & Deploy Analyze Results  
 
Thompson Professional Development School Survey 2a  
Print | Excel Export 
Reports  
View Report:  
 
 
PDSs are centered around the five NCATE Standards which are learning 
community, collaboration, accountability, diversity and equity, and structures roles 
and resources. The PDS standards create a direct link to student learning, teacher 
development, teachers as life-long learners, and research.  
 
The NCATE standards are the basis for the following questions. For each item 
please use the following scale to rate your perceptions about the East Stroudsburg 
University PDS at Lincoln Elementary School. Please click on the indicator which 
best defines your perceptions. At the end of the survey please submit it so that 
your responses will be added to the database.  
 
Special Note: All of your responses will be anonymous; there is no way to identify 
you or your answers to any of the questions on this survey. Filing out this survey 
and submitting it constitutes consent. Thank you for your participation and time!  
 
1. The P-12 school and university leadership have agreed upon a commitment to 
teacher education through the East Stroudsburg University/School PDS.  
Strongly Agree   12  44%  
Agree   11  41%  
Disagree   1  4%  
Strongly 
Disagree  
 0  0%  
No Opinion   3  11%  
Total  27  100%  
 
2. Lincoln Elementary and ESU faculty work together to improve staff 
development for both school and university faculty.   
Strongly Agree   9  33%  
Agree   15  56%  
Disagree   2  7%  
Strongly 
Disagree  
 0  0%  
No Opinion   1  4%  
Total  27  100%  
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3. There is a distinct benefit of working with a PDS vs. a traditional teacher 
training program.  
Strongly Agree   7  26%  
Agree   10  37%  
Disagree   2  7%  
Strongly 
Disagree  
 0  0%   
No Opinion   8  30%  
Total   27  100%  
 
4. Collaboration is an important part of the ESU PDS.    
Strongly Agree   14  52%  
Agree   11  41%  
Disagree   0  0%  
Strongly 
Disagree  
 0  0%  
No Opinion   2  7%  
Total  27  100%  
 
5. Both school P-12 and ESU faculty share the goal of high expectations for 
student achievement.  
Strongly Agree   12  44%  
Agree   11  41%  
Disagree   1  4%  
Strongly 
Disagree  
 0  0%  
No Opinion   3  11%  
Total  27  100%  
 
6. ESU and P-12 school faculty are encouraged to work jointly to report the 
results of research projects centered around the school improvement plan.  
Strongly Agree   3  11%  
Agree   16  59%  
Disagree   1  4%  
Strongly 
Disagree  
 0  0%  
No Opinion   7  26%  
Total  27  100%  
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7. Teacher candidates in the ESU PDS have a greater ability to affect student 
learning.  
Strongly Agree   5  19%  
Agree   14  52%  
Disagree   0  0%  
Strongly 
Disagree  
 0  0%  
No Opinion   8  30%  
Total  27  100%  
 
8. Teacher candidates in the ESU PDS have a greater ability to work in a 
collaborative atmosphere.   
Strongly Agree   6   22%  
Agree   13   48%  
Disagree   1   4%  
Strongly 
Disagree  
 0   0%   
No Opinion   7  26%  
Total   27  100%  
 
9. Teacher candidates in the ESU PDS have a greater ability to manage student 
problems.  
Strongly Agree   2  7%  
Agree   14  52%  
Disagree   5  19%  
Strongly 
Disagree  
 0  0%  
No Opinion   7  26%  
 
10. ESU and P-12 school faculty are able to work together to solve problems.  
Strongly Agree   6  22%  
Agree   17  63%  
Disagree   1  4%  
Strongly 
Disagree  
 0  0%  
No Opinion   3  11%  
Total  27  100%  
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11. ESU and P-12 school faculty engage regularly in discussions about teaching 
and learning.  
Strongly Agree   6  22%  
Agree   15  56%  
Disagree   0  0%  
Strongly 
Disagree  
 0  0%  
No Opinion   6  22%  
Total   27  100% 
 
12. In the ESU PDS school and university faculty work collaboratively on 
projects, committees, and educational issues related to the PDS.   
Strongly Agree   4   15%  
Agree   19   70%  
Disagree   0   0%  
Strongly 
Disagree  
 0   0%  
No Opinion   4   15%  
Total   27   100% 
 
13. Mentor teachers use reflective practice and encourage teacher candidates to 
reflect on their instruction in order to learn more about teaching.  
Strongly Agree   6  22%  
Agree   16  59%  
Disagree   0  0%  
Strongly 
Disagree  
 0  0%  
No Opinion  5 19% 
Total  
27 100%
 
Strongly Agree   5  19%  
Agree   16  59%  
Disagree   0  0%  
Strongly 
Disagree  
 0  0%  
No Opinion   6  22%  
Total  27% 100% 
14. Inquiry into teaching and learning is a part of the ESU PDS.  
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15. In the ESU PDS the needs of diverse learners are met through a system of 
inquiry into teaching and learning.  
Strongly Agree   2  7%  
Agree   19  70%  
Disagree   0  0%  
Strongly 
Disagree  
 0  0%  
No Opinion   6  22%  
Total  27  100%  
 
16. In the ESU PDS, the needs of diverse learners are met through a system of 
collaboration.  
Strongly Agree   2  7%  
Agree   20  74%  
Disagree   1  4%  
Strongly 
Disagree  
 0  0%  
No Opinion   4  15%  
Total   27      100% 
 
17. Due to using reflective journals and the inquiry process, teacher candidates in 
the ESU PDS are able to meet the needs of the diverse populations.  
Strongly Agree   1  4%  
Agree   15  56%  
Disagree   0  0%  
Strongly 
Disagree  
 0  0%  
No Opinion   11  41%  
Total  27 100% 
 
18. The PDS model allows for sufficient time to collaborate about issues and 
create comprehensive solutions to them.  
Strongly Agree   0  0%  
Agree   14  52%  
Disagree   6  22%  
Strongly 
Disagree  
 0  0%  
No Opinion   7  26%  
Total  27 100% 
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19. In the reflective and inquiry based PDS process, teacher candidates are 
encouraged to share their thoughts about their own practice and student 
achievement.  
Strongly Agree   5  19%  
Agree   15  56%  
Disagree   0  0%  
Strongly 
Disagree 
  
0 
 
0% 
No Opinion  5 19% 
 
20. The roles of school personnel and the ESU faculty are clearly delineated in 
the ESU PDS.  
Strongly Agree   6  22%  
Agree   12  44%  
Disagree   3  11%  
Strongly 
Disagree  
 0  0%  
No Opinion   6  22%  
Total  27 100% 
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Appendix D: PDS Focused Interview Survey Questionnaire 
 
 
 
 
Professional Development School Teacher Candidates, In-service teachers, 
and Administrator Survey Questions 
 
 
 
1.  What does the ESU PDS program do for your school? 
 
 
 
2.  How does the ESU PDS program affect teaching in your school? 
 
 
 
3.  How does the ESU PDS affect student learning in your school? 
 
 
 
4.  In your experience(s) how does the ESU PDS contribute to your school? 
 
 
5.  Do you feel that there is collaboration due to the ESU PDS program? What     
     characterizes the collaboration? 
 
 
 
6.  What does the ESU PDS offers to teacher candidates?  
 
 
 
7.  How would you describe the PDS process of inquiry into teaching and  
     learning in your school? Into your schools curriculum? 
 
 
8.  Has the ESU PDS impacted the leadership in your school? In what ways? 
 
 
9.  What do you see as future goals and plans for the future of the ESU PDS and  
     your school? 
 
 
10.  Here are the NCATE PDS Developmental Guidelines for Professional 
Development Schools. Where on the continuum would you place the ESU PDS 
partnership at Lincoln Elementary? 
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Appendix E: PDS Pilot Survey Responses 
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Appendix F: Lincoln Elementary School Survey 
 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Lincoln Elementary PDS Survey  
 
 
PDSs are centered around the five NCATE Standards which are learning 
community, collaboration, accountability, diversity and equity, and structures 
roles and resources. The PDS standards create a direct link to student 
learning, teacher development, teachers as life-long learners, and research. 
The NCATE standards are the basis for the following questions.  
For each item please use the following scale to rate your perceptions about 
the East Stroudsburg University PDS at Lincoln Elementary School. Please 
click on the indicator which best defines your perceptions. At the end of the 
survey please submit it so that your responses will be added to the 
database.  
Special Note: All of your responses will be anonymous; there is no way to 
identify you or your answers to any of the questions on this survey.  
Filing out this survey and submitting it constitutes consent.  
Thank you for your participation and time!  
  
commitment to teacher education through the East
Stroudsburg University/School PDS.  
 
development for both school and university faculty.  
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4 Collaboration is an important part of the ESU PDS.  
5  Both school P-12 and ESU faculty share the goal of high expectations for 
student achievement.  
report the results of research projects centered around the school 
improvement plan.  
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      7   Teacher candidates in the ESU PDS have a greater ability to affect 
 student learning 
  
      8     Teacher candidates in the ESU PDS have a greater ability to work 
    in a collaborative atmosphere.  
 
 
 
 
     9    Teacher candidates in the ESU PDS have a greater ability to 
            manage student problems. 
 
  
 
Lincoln Elementary PDS Survey  
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       10    ESU and P-12 school faculty are able to work together to solve          
      problems. 
 
 
      11   ESU and P-12 school faculty engage regularly in discussions about 
   teaching and learning. 
 
 
 
    12   In the ESU PDS school and university faculty work collaboratively 
 on projects, committees, and educational issues related to the PDS. 
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13 Mentor teachers use reflective practice and encourage teacher candidates 
to reflect on their instruction in order to learn more about teaching. 
 
 
  
14 Inquiry into teaching and learning is a part of the ESU PDS. 
 
 
 
 
 
15   In the ESU PDS the needs of diverse learners are met through a 
           system of inquiry into teaching and learning. 
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16   In the ESU PDS, the needs of diverse learners are met through a 
           system of collaboration. 
 
 
 
17 Due to using reflective journals and the inquiry process, teacher    
candidates in  the ESU PDS are able to meet the needs of the diverse 
populations. 
 
 
 
 
18 Due to using reflective journals and the inquiry process, teacher 
candidates in  the ESU PDS are able to meet the needs of the diverse 
populations. 
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19 Due to using reflective journals and the inquiry process, teacher 
candidates in the ESU PDS are able to meet the needs of the diverse 
populations. 
 
 
 
 
 
20   The roles of school personnel and the ESU faculty are clearly   
  delineated in the ESU PDS. 
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